DOCUMENT RESUME 



ED 372 703 



HE 027 588 



AUTHOR Davis, Todd M. ; Murrell, Patricia Hillman 

TITLE Turning Teaching into Learning, The Role of Student 

Responsibility in the Collegiate Experience* 
ASHE- ERIC Higher Education Report No. 8. 
Association for the Study of Higher Education.; ERIC 
Clearinghouse on Higher Education, Washington, D.C.; 
George Washington Univ., Washington, DC. School of 
Education and Human Development. 

Office of Educational Research and Improvement (ED), 
Washington, DC. 

ISBN-1-878380-29-X; ISSN-0884-0040 
93 

RR93002008 

122p.; For the related ERIC Digest, see HE 027 
587, 

AVAILABLE FROM ASHE-ERIC Higher Education Reports, The George 

Washington University, One Dupont Circle, Suite 630, 
Washington, DC. 20036-1183 ($18 plus shipping costs: 
5% of invoice subtotal orders over $50; $2.50 each 
order with invoice subtotal of $50 or less; all 
orders under $45 must be prepaid; quantity 
discounts) • 

Information AnaJyses - ERIC Clearinghouse Products 

(071) 



INSTITUTION 



SPONS AGENCY 

REPORT NO 
PUB DATE 
CONTRACT 
NOTE 



PUB TYPE 



EDRS PRICE MF01/PC05 Plus Postage. 

DESCRIPTORS College Environment; College Outcomes Assessment; 

College Role; College Students; Educational 
Environment; Higher Education; Institutional 
Research; Student Attitudes; Student Behavior; 
Student Characteristics; Student College 
Relationship; Student Participation; ^Student 
Responsibility; StudenC P>le; ^Undergraduate Study 

IDENTIFIERS Astin (Alexander W) ; College Student Experiences 
Questionnaire; Pascarella (Ernest T) ; Tinto (V) 



ABSTRACT 

This monograph explores recent theory and research on 
the importance of student effort and involvement in college 
activities as decisive elements in promoting positive college 
outcomes. An opening section introduces the issue and is followed by 
a section outlining the fundamental work of Robert Pace who found 
that college outcomes depend on responsible student behavior and that 
environments may either encourage or discourage active student 
participation. The next section reviews the work of Vincent Tinto* 
Alexander Astin, and Ernest Pascarella and examines research trends 
in the past decades in this area. The following section offers 
summary and retrospective of research on student background- The next 
section considers the interrelationship between the college 
environment, what students do while enrolled, and outcomes. This 
section also covers institutional size and type, residential and 
commuter institutions, the college environment, institutional and 
individual fit, and qualitative approaches. The next section 
addresses how student investment is crucial to college work from the 
Tinto, Pascarella, Astin, and Pace perspectives. A final section 
examines implications for practice and inquiry and calls for a new 
relationship between institutions and students. An appendix lists the 
14 quulity of effort scales in the College Student Experience 
Questionnaire. A subject index is included* Contains 102 references* 
(JB) 



8 TURNING TEACHING 
S INTO LEARNING 



THE ROLE OF STUDENT 
RESPONSIBILITY IN THE 
COLLEGIATE EXPERIENCE 



TODD M. DAVIS 8c PATRICIA HILLMAN MURRELL 



1993 ASHE-ERIC HIGHER EDUCATION REPORTS — REPORT EIGHT 




Cite as 

Davis. Todd M. and Patricia Mill, nan Murrell. 1993- Turning 
Teaching into Learning: The Role of Student Responsibility 
hi the Collegiate Experience ASHE-ERIC Higher Education 
Report No. H. Washington. D.C: The George Washington Uni- 
versity, School of Education and Human Development. 

Library of Congress Catalog Card Number 94-67645 
ISSN 0884-0040 
ISBN 1-878380-29-X 

Managing Editor: Bryan Hollister 

Manuscript Editor: Alexandra Rockey 

c'oi'cr design by Michael David Brown. Rnckrille, Maryland 



'Hie ERIC Clearinghouse on Higher Education invites Indi- 
viduals to submit proposals for writing monographs for the 
ASHE ERIC Higher Education Refxrt series. Proposals must 
include: 7 

1. A detailed manuscript proposal of not more than five pages, 

2. A chapter by chapter outline. 

3. A ~*S word summary to be used by several review commit- 
tees for the initial screening and rating of each proposal. 

\. A vita and a writing sample. 

epic Clearinghouse on Higher Education 

School of Education and Human Development 
The George Washington University 

One Dupont Circle. Suite 630 
Washington. DC 20036 I1S3 

This publication was prepared partially with funding from 
the Office of Educational ^search and Improvement, U.S. 
Department of Education, under contract no. ED RR 93 0200. 
The opinions expressed in this report do not necessarily 
reflect the positions or policies of OER1 oi the Department. 



1 



Turning Teaching into Learning: 

The Role of Student Responsibility in the Collegiate Experience 

by ToddM. Davis and Patricia Hillman Murrell 
ASHE -ERIC Higher Education Report No. 8, 1993 



Prepared by 



Clearinghouse on Higher Education 
The George Washington Vnhvrsity 



In cooperation with 

AO! 1— Sfr- Association for the Study 

/jOlT^T of Higher Education 



Published by 



Jhe 



ULh cQTtfatrxrs Schooi °f Education and Human Development 

W * fo 1 1 7 *<' oiwwKc Washington Unit vrsitv 

University 

w»S«INCION DC 



Jonathan !). Fife. Series Editor 



9 

ERIC 



3 



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 



Recent scholarship has emphasized the importance of student 
effort and involvement in their academic and cocurricular 
activities as the decisive elements in promoting positive col- 
lege outcomes. As colleges have struggled to extend oppor 
tunities, an accompanying expectation for students to assume 
responsibility for their own education often has been lacking. 
Institutions must work to create a climate in which all students 
feel welcome and able to fully participate. It is equally impor- 
tant to nurture an ethic that demands student commitment 
and promotes student responsibility. Students can contribute 
to their own learning and *o the development of a campus 
climate in which all can grow and learn. 

What Is Student Res^arluility? 

Colleges are learning communities, and individuals accepted 
into these communities have the privileges and responsi- 
bilities of membership. If we are to communicate our expec- 
tations, we must offer a set of standards and examples that 
moves our discussion from generality to practice. Robert Pace 
has offered such a set of standards and has embedded them 
; -\ :/ie College Student Experience Questionnaire (CSEQ). 

The CSEQ is based on the proposition that all learning and 
development requires an investment of time and effort by 
the student. At the heart of the CSEQ is a set of scales which 
defines the dimensions of student responsibility. These scales 
are called "Quality of Effort" scales in that they assess the 
degree to which students are extending themselves in their 
college activities. The domains include the use of classrooms, 
libraries, residence halls, student unions, athletic facilities, 
laboratories, and studios and galleries. The social dimension 
ts reflected in scales that tap contacts with faculty, informal 
student friendships, clubs and organizations, and student con- 
versations. Pace's work gives the academic community a map 
of the terrain of student responsibility and suggests concrete 
activities that contribute directly to student growth and learning. 

Why Is Student Responsibility Important? 

First, student responsibility is the key to all development and 
learning. Research has demonstrated that college outcomes 
are tied to the effort that students put into their work and 
the degree to which they are involved with their studies and 
campus life. Second, irresponsible students diminish our col 
lective academic life. Within an individual classroom, the 
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behavior of even a few highly irresponsible students or, worse, 
a large number of passive, disaffected students can drag a 
class down to its lowest common denominator. For an insti- 
tution, the erosion of an academic ethos can lead to a culture 
that is stagnant, divisive, and anti-intellectual. 

Third, the habits of responsible civic and personal life are 
sharpened and refined in college. Will employers, interna 
tional economic competitors, or future history itself be tol- 
erant of students who fail to develop sufficient self-control 
and initiative to study for tests or participate in academic life? 
Finally, if colleges are to reclaim the public trust, they must 
learn not to make promises that cannot be kept. Colleges 
have responsibilities to students and society. Yet, colleges 
are not solely responsible for the outcomes of their students. 
A clear acknowledgment of the mutual obligations of all 
members of the academic community is a prerequisite to 
restoring the academy's balance and clarity of purpose. 

What Are the Foundations of Student Responsibility? 

Professors Pace, Tinto, Pascarella, and Astin have offered 
explicit theories about how colleges can promote student 
learning and growth. Despite different uses of terms, these 
approaches have much in common. First, each theorist rec- 
ognizes that the student's background plays a role in shaping 
college outcomes.. This role is largely indirect and is mod 
erated by the college environment ancj a student's interactions 
with faculty and peers. Second, each theorist sees the campus 
environment exerting Lin enabling effect on college outcomes. 
List, all emphasize the importance of a partnership between 
the college and the student. Colleges alone cannot "produce" 
student learning. Colleges provide opportunities for inter 
action and involvement and establish a climate conducive 
to responsible participation. Each approach reflects the cen 
trality of what we call student responsibility. 

The body of research derived from the work of these the 
orists represents one of the strongest and most sustained 
accounts of what it takes to succeed in college. The review 
indicates that the effects of initial group differences on college 
outcomes are relatively slight and largely mediated by the 
manner in which the student engages the college experience. 
Generally, college students appear more alike than different. 
The college context has two elements: 1 ) the structural fea 
Hires of the organization and 2 ) the climate or "ethos. * 



Structural features that tend to isolate students and promote 
an ethos of anonymity produce poor college outcomes. Col- 
lege climates characterized by a strong sense of direction and 
which build student involvement tend to promote favorable 
outcomes by promoting student-faculty and student-peer rela- 
tions, as well as establishing an expectation that students will 
behave responsibly. Finally, the decisive single factor in affect- 
ing college outcomes is the degree to which students are 
integrated into the life of the campus, interact with faculty 
and peers, and are involved in their studies. 

How Can We Encourage Responsible Student Behavior? 

Institutional policies and practices must be oriented toward 
developing a climate in which students' responsibility and 
active participation in their own collegiate experience are 
promoted. Policies that stress the importance of student 
achievement and in-class and cocurricular challenge and sup- 
port are essential for student growth. The institutional culture 
clearly must convey the institution's purpose in an unam- 
biguous manner, and the ethos of the campus must be one 
in which students believe they are members of a larger com- 
munity. As student culture serves as a filter for students enter- 
ing college, care must be taken to ensure that students who 
are prepared inadequately understand the nature of college 
life and what is expected to attain satisfactory academic and 
developmental gains. 

Small-scale, human environments must be built in which 
students and faculty collectively can engage in the process 
of teaching and learning. As learning is the process through 
which development occurs, it is crucial for students to be 
actively engaged in the classroom. Course activities are the 
vehicle through which students may become more fully 
engaged with academic material. The literature clearly indi 
cates that the quality of effort that a student expends in inter- 
actions with peers and faculty is the single most important 
determinate in college outcomes. 

This report concludes with a call for a new relationship 
between our institutions of higher learning and our students. 
A genuine shared purpose among all members of the higher 
education community can be created by recoupling individual 
rights with a sense of personal and social responsibility 
around issues of teaching and learning. The work of Pace 
is a good place at which to begin thinking about the renewal 
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of our intellectual community. As Pace reminds us, all learning 
is the mutual responsibility of students, faculty, and admin- 
istrators. Student responsibility doesn't just happen. We must 
expect it, foster it, and nurture it. 
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FOREWORD 



During the past several years, the ASHE- ERIC Higher Educa 
tion Report Series has published a number of reports focusing 
on teaching skills. Active Learning: Creating Excitement in 
the Classroom (Bonwell and Eison 1991 ) discusses how -to 
increase teaching effectiveness and knowledge retention by 
actively involving students in such higher-order skills as analy 
sis, synthesis, and evaluation. Critical Thinking: Theoty 
Research, Practice, and Possibilities {Kuvflss 1988) analyzes 
the three perspectives dominating the current literature on 
critical thinking: argumentative skills, cognitive processes, 
and intellectual development. Learning Styles: Implications 
for Improving Educational Practices (Claxton and Murrell 
1987) examines how recognizing different learning styles 
based on personality, information processing, and social inter 
action can help instructors promote more effective learning. 
Cooperative Learning: Increasing College Faculty Instructional 
fWwtffttfv (Johnson. Johnson, and Smith 1991 ) reviews the 
results of higher achievement, more positive relationships, 
and healthier psychological adjustments that learning coop 
eratively produces in contrast to the more traditional model 
of individualistic experiences. 

What is a common underlying theme in those publica 
tions— more specifically addressed in this report is that the 
learning process is dependent on students taking responsi- 
bility for using the information they are presented. Inder the 
more traditional mode of teaching— the lecture— faculty pre 
sent an organized set of information and the students record 
it in a way in which they can relate it to other information. 
As one faculty member put it to a class. "My job is to talk and 
your job is to listen. Let's hope that we complete our jobs at 
the same time." 

The lecture method is still the most popular form of teach 
ing. Faculty like it for several reasons. First, it is the technique 
they have seen used most often by their own teachers, and 
therefore it is the easiest to model. Second, it gives faculty 
a sense of control —they know that students haw had a 
chance io be exposed to a minimum body of important 
knowledge because the instructors personally haw included 
the information in their lectures. And third, it giws the faculty 
members peace of mind, because they know that once the 
knowledge has been integrated into their lecture material, 
they have done their job and are no longer responsible for 
the learning outcome. If the results are poor, it is because "the 
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student is not capable of doing the work." This method is pas- 
sive in student involvement, reactive in learning responses, 
and, for the professor, free of responsibility for student learn- 
ing outcomes. 

What the recent research on student learning has concluded 
is that the more students are actively involved in the learning 
process and take personal responsibility for their learning out- 
comes, the greater are the learning results. This report, co- 
authored by Todd M. Davis, associate professor in the Higher 
Education Administration Program at the University of North 
Texas and director of research at the Institute of International 
Education in New York, and Patricia Hillman Murrell, director 
of the Center for the Study of Higher Education and professor 
in the Department of Leadership at the University of Memphis, 
examines the literature on student responsibility. Specific 
issues such as quality of effort, student background, and col- 
lege environment all influence college outcomes. In the final 
section, the authors reflect on the implications of student 
responsibility for inquiry and practice. 

The more individuals accept personal responsibility for the 
outcomes of their actions, the more likely they are to achieve 
those outcomes. The collegiate experience is one of nurturing 
and training. It is not expected that students automatically 
will possess certain skills; most of the time these skills must 
be developed. The better that faculty accept their responsi- 
bility to help instill in their students a sense of ownership 
in the learning process, the greater will be the long-term 
impact of the academic experiences of the students. This 
report will help to establish a rationale and procedures to 
ensure the success of this partnership of turning students into 
learners. 

Jonathan D. Fife 

Series Editor, Professor of Higher Education Administration, 
and Director, ERIC Clearinghouse on Higher Education 
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INTRODUCTION TO STLPENT RESPONSIBILITY 



Everybody is obliged to be responsible. 
Charles Dickens 

/ believe that every right implies a responsibility: even oppor- 
tunity an obligation: every possession, a duty. 
John D. Rcxkefelier Jr. 

John strolled into class and expressed surprise when he 
realized we were having a test. I reminded him that the test 
date was on the syllabus. "Oh." John whined. "I lost the syl- 
labus. Can 1 take a makeup next week?" 

"I'm sick and tired of this apathy/' says a professor as he 
walks back to his office and slumps in a chair. 'How do I 
teach a seminar class when no one bothers to read any of the 
assigned articles?" 

"Students expect to be spoon fed," moans a chemistry pro- 
fessor.'"! spend the bulk of lab time explaining simple exper 
imental procedures that they should have read themselves. 
Then they get frustrated when they can't finish the experiment 
on time." 

The stories are familiar. They have been told many times in 
various versions in college halls and faculty offices around 
the world: stories of students' lack of involvement with their 
studies, stories that faculty tell of their frustration with .stu 
dents failure to realize that learning in college does not come 
about by merely showing up in class. Students only take from 
their experiences what they put into them. 

incidents of student irresponsibility indeed are so common 
that many in the academy, especially less-experienced faculty, 
regard these situations as facts of academic life. In tr l i. the 
vignettes reflect an ethical lapse that constitutes a serious bar 
rier for individual students and for the intellectual life of the 
academy. Whether due to the student's developmental stage, 
lack of cultural preparedness, or oven a societally sanctioned 
celebration of indolence, these attitudes contribute to a cor 
rosive atmosphere in the classroom and on campus. This state 
of affairs progressively undermines the most fundamental 
goals of an academy: to nurture individual development, fos 
ter a sense of civic responsibility, and promote learning 
among students. The challenges for collegiate educators are 
to understand how institutional efforts interact with student 
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responsibility; to craft polio"; and develop instructional 
responses which promote students' involvement in their edu- 
cation. A student's collegiate gains do not flow exclusively 
from institutional efforts. We must affirm the role of student 
accountability for their own academic progress and the impor- 
tance of student responsibility to make the most of the college 
experience. 

A college education in the I nked States is seen as the ticket 
to upward mobility and professional life. .As our two-year and 
four year colleges and universities extended this opportunity 
to all comers to live the American dream, they also faced an 
unprecedented challenge. The college experience no longer 
is the prerogative of traditional-aged, bright students. It now 
also encompasses nontraditional populations. Many of these 
first generation college students are unaw are of the expec 
tat ions of college life or have significant extracurricular 
demands. 

C Hearty, it is necessary lor an institution to create a climate 
in which all students, especially those new to the academy, 
feel welcome and able to fully participate. Beyond this, it is 
equally important to nurture an ethic that demands student 
commitment and promotes student responsibility. Students 
should be more than passiv e transients through an institution. 
They must become active, responsible, and empowered par- 
ticipants in their own learning and development. 

As colleges have struggled to extend opportunities, an 
accompanying expectation for students to assume respon- 
sibility for their own education often has been lacking. Some 
haw characterized the tendency for an institution to add ser- 
vices and lower expectations as contributing to a campuswide 
"culture of dependency" ( Friedlander. Murrell, and McDougal 
199^)- In this climate, students expect institutions to do more 
and more, while their own responsibility for participation 
becomes less and less. By promoting an ethic of student 
responsibility as a crucial component in the relational expe- 
rience of learning, institutions can work toward dev eloping 
policies that promote a sense of obligation. Students, faculty, 
and college administrators also can contribute to the devel 
opment of a campus climate in which all can grow and learn. 

Defining Student Responsibility 

Colleges are learning communities. Individuals who are 
accepted into these bodies have the rights and privileges of 
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membership. They also incur responsibilities. Responsibility 
is defined as a duty or obligation by the American Heritage 
Dictionary. The first definition of responsible is the ethical 
accountability of an individual for the care or welfare of oth- 
ers. The second definition involves personal accountability 
or the ability to act without superior guidance. While there 
is a legal dimension to the concept of responsibility, this 
report is concerned with the moral dimension. The examples 
of irresponsible student behavior cited at the beginning of 
this section remind us that the moral (obligatory) values of 
responsibility do not carry the sanctions of law. The obliga- 
tions of a student are specific to the collegiate context. 

The dictionary definition of responsibility implies that the 
obligations we incur as students are for self and others in our 
association. The concept of student responsibility is not a dry 
or lifeless topic: It is a concept that is central to the way we, 
x> individuals and collectively, shape our lives. How we order 
our own lives is directly connected to our disordered public 
life. 

Robert Bellah, in his provocative book Habits of the Heart, 
says, 

public life is built upon the practices of commitment 
that shape character. These practices establish) a web of inter- 
connection by creating trust, joining people to families, 
friends, communities, and churches, and making each other 
aware of his reliance on the larger society. They form those 
habits of the heart that are the matrix of a moral ecology,^ 
the connecting tissue of the body politic (Bellah et al. 1985). 

According to Bellah, we find ourselves only when we develop 
mora) relationships with others and in the process contribute 
to the maintenance of a vital- public life. The Association of 
American Colleges report of the Task Group on General Edu- 
cation suggests that the core programs of our colleges and 
universities must "consider the meaning and value of our 
common and responsibility to each other as human 
beings." 

Student responsibility is an essential ingredient for student 
development. A student who is open to the experiences that 
college offers is jving to begin the process of reconstructing 
a world vision is complex and based on inner-directed 
sensibilities rather than external authority. Ultimately, respon 
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sible involvement in college will promote the formation of 
habits that become the foundation for participation in civic 
life. This issue of responsibility has important implications 
well beyond an individuals college years. Our way of know- 
ing - our epistemology— becomes our way of being, and hab- 
its developed in college have a way of showing up in later 
life (Palmer 198"'). Thus, the development of an ethic of 
responsibility has powerful implications for the workplace 
and the larger community, where collaboration is valued and 
the common good is paramount. While we may agree on the 
importance of developing an ethic of student responsibility, 
there are difficulties applying this concept to the reyl world 
of college life. 

There arc two basic difficulties with our consideration and 
application of student responsibility: accountability and spe- 
cificity. Let's first consider accountability. Accountability 
implies that indiv iduals are responsible when their conduct 
tails to meet an accepted standard. Two synonyms for respon- 
sible wxq "answerable" and "accountable," When a moral obli- 
gation is incurred, one is answerable to some other authority. 
Failure to meet the expectation is subject to review and appro- 
priate action: to be subject to such a review, an individual 
must be held accountable. Hut what exactly is the standard? 

Thomas Lickona reminds us that responsibility and respect 
are the two great moral values that jointly constitute the basis 
for ethical life ( 1991 ), Respect emphasizes the proscriptive 
and points us toward the "thou shall not s" of life. Respon- 
sibility emphasizes the prescriptive: the "do unto others * and 
the "love thy neighbor" dimensions of ethical life. 

In prescribing student behavior, we are able to be quite 
specific. The injunction that "students will not throw spitballs 
in class" is easily communicated and understood. Conversely, 
the call for students to participate in class doesn't tell the stu- 
dent whether we mean attending class, active note taking, 
keeping up with class reading, participating in class discus- 
sion, or all of the abov e and then some. Likewise, being pre 
pared for class may entail bringing the appropriate materials, 
reviewing assigned readings and notes, studying with others, 
etc. 

While some would say. "Why. it's obvious what 'being pre 
pared for class means. " we have difficulty delineating and 
communicating precisely what is meant by responsible stu 
dent behavior. Ho v. then, can a student be held accountable? 
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To what standard or set of standards is a student answerable? 
Vrtiile a complete enumeration of responsible student behav- 
ior in all areas of collegiate life is not possible or even desir- 
able, we can define the broad areas of student life in which 
responsible behavior is expected and provide a set of exam- 
ples that will move our discussion from the realm of theory 
to the world of practice In the next section we shall discuss 
the contributions of Robert Pace, who has done precisely this. 

C. Robert Pace and Student Responsibility 

Robert Face is a man with common sense. He is one of the 
most respected and highly acclaimed scholars in the field of 
higher education and has focused his efforts on linking theory 
and practice. During the past 1^ years, his principal energies 
haw been directed toward the development and use of an 
instrument designed to assess the quality of effort that stu- 
dents put Into their collegiate experience (Pace 1984. 1987. 
1990). 'Hie College Student Experience Questionnaire (CSEQ) 
is rooted in the obvious proposition that all learning and 
development requires an investment of time and effort by 
the student. Pace is fond of pointing out that when students 
are asked if they agree with the statement. "If students expect 
to benefit from what this college or university has to offer, 
they haw to take the initiative." more than 9S percent agree 
(Pace 1982). 

While students recognize their role in the educational pro- 
cess. Pace argues that our colleges and governing boards have 
lost sight of this commonsense fact. As he plainly notes: 

Much of the current rhetoric about institutional account- 
ability and consumerism in higher education is one sided. 
Ij students don't graduate, the institution is accountable. 
If students don % t learn, the teacher is accountable. IJ the 
graduates don't get good jobs, the institution is to blame 
( 198-!. p. 6 ). 

Learning in college is a joint proposition. Students are 
accountable responsible for involving themselves in their 
class work, taking advantage* of the opportunities and re 
sources provided by the college and the faculty, and carrying 
their studies into their lives and relationships. Ultimately, stu- 
dents must transform their educational experiences by making 
these experiences part of their way of being and using what 
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I hey learn. Colleges are accountable, and so arc faculty. They 
are accountable for providing first rate resources and facilities. 
They are responsible for designing curriculum that is up-to- 
date and relevant. The} are responsible for teaching students 
in a way that enables them to link their studies with their lives 
and for making instruction accessible to students. 

The CSEQ is used by higher education institutions con 
cerned about the mutual responsibility of students, faculty, 
and administrators in attaining college outcomes. As we will 
use the CSEQ to delineate areas of student responsibility, let 
us review some of its basics. At the heart of the CSEQ is a set 
of scales that describe important categories of college expe- 
riences. We take these categories to define important dimen- 
sions of student responsibility. The CSEQ prov ides a way to 
articulate the specific behaviors that are inherent in rcspon 
sible student imolvemcnt in college fife. It is particularly 
helpful because it sends a message to all interested campus 
constituencies that the college experience is a coherent whole 
that requires a faeilitatiw climate and student effort. These ' 
scales are called "Quality of Effort" scales in that they assess 
the degree to which students are extending themselves in 
their college activities. 

The content of the Quality of Effort scales is derived from 
two basic propositions. First, the scales, or content domains, 
tap the effort that students put into using the colleges' re 
sources and facilities and the effort they expend in developing 
contacts in a variety of collegiate relationships. Pace believed 
that the most important factors in accounting for student 
growth were those found on the college campus, especially 
the physical and human resources and opportunities available 
on the campus. Thus, the areas in which students might 
expend effort would be those connected with campus facil- 
ities and interpersonal interactions. Second, the activities that 
are included in the scales are directly observable and based 
in behavior. By grounding the Quality of Effort scales in obser 
vables, students haw an opportunity to objectively charac- 
terize their own behavior. 

Of the U Qua ty of Effort scales, sewn are concerned with 
use of facilities ai d sewn with the investment of effort in per 
sonal and sixial i 'lationships. The domains or scales include 
the use of classrooms, libraries, residence halls, student 
unions, athletic facilities, laboratories, and studios and gal 
leries. The social dimension is reflected in scales which tap 
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contacts with faculty, informal student friendships, clubs and 
organizations, and student conversations. The items that 
define each scale are expressed in behavioral terms, and stu- 
dents are asked to indicate how often they have engaged in 
a particular activity during the academic year by marking 
"never," "occasionally," "often/* or "very often." Scale items 
are arranged in a sequence from those that reflect relatively 
modest or common forms of effort to those that require a con- 
siderable display of initiativ e. Appendix 1 presents the struc- 
ture of the Quality of Effort scales in some detail. It may be 
useful to refer to this appendix at different points throughout 
this report to clarify the scope of the scales. 

Student responsibility implies that students can be held 
accountable for the quality of their actions. 7Tie effort that stu- 
dents put forth in making the most of the opportunities avail 
able defines the extent to which they are behaving as respon- 
sible students. The U scales give the academic community 
a map of the moral terrain of student responsibility. The indi- 
vidual items provide concrete examples of the types of 
responsible use of facilities and social engagement that are 
essential for student growth and learning. 



Why Is Student Responsibility Important? 

There are some questions whose answers may initially seem 
obvious yet. upon reflection, have deeper implications. This 
is one of those questions. We have described the concept of 
student responsibility and have suggested its importance. 
There are four basic reasons why this topic must be addressed 
by i hose concerned with higher education. 

First, student responsibility is the key to student develop- 
ment and learning. During the last 20 years, research on stu- 
dent outcomes has unambiguously demonstrated that college 
outcomes are tied to the effort that students put into their 
work and the degree to which they are involved in their stu- 
dios and campus life. Can the virtue of responsibility be 
taught? Socrates said that it can only be taught by example. 
If we acknow ledge this truth, then our colleges have an 
extended obligation to cratt policies that actively promote 
student effort. Faculty have an obligation to teach in a manner 
that provides opportunities for students to involve themselves 
in their studies and extend that learning into their lives. 

Second, irresponsible students diminish our collective aca 
demk life. Such students hurt themselves and other members 
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of the academic community. A campus community depends 
on the active participation of all members. The irresponsible 
behavior of a few students can weaken the fabric that has 
brought students and faculty together. Within an individual 
classroom, the behavior of even a few highly irresponsible 
students on worse, a large number of passive, disaffected stu- 
dents can drag a class down to its lowest common denom- 
inator. For an institution, the erosion of an academic ethos 
can lead to the development of a culture that is stagnant, div- 
isive, and anti-intellectual. 

Third, the habits of responsible civic and personal life are 
sharpened and refined in college. One of the goals of higher 
education in a democracy is to prepare students for partic- 
ipation in that democratic stxiety. As membership in society 
confers both rights and responsibilities on its members, so 
must it be in a college society. If our colleges are to fulfill 
this important purpose, they must nurture a climate in which 
students are active participants in their college education. Will 
employers, international economic competitors, or future his- 
tory itself be tolerant of students who fail to develop sufficient 
self-control :\n<A initiative to study for tests or participate in 
academic life? 

Finally, student responsibility has implications for public 
polity toward higher education. If colleges are to reclaim the 
public trust, they must learn not to make promises that cannot 
be kept. Colleges have responsibilities to students and to soci- 
ety, yet colleges are not solely responsible for the outcomes 
of their students. !f students are unwilling to do their part, 
then outcomes will be less than satisfactory. Individuals who 
are unprepared to accept their responsibilities as students and 
who have demonstrated such should not expect to complete 
their course of studies. A discussion of the mutual obligations 
of all members of the academic community is a prerequisite 
to restoring the academy's balance and clarity of purpose. 
W ; e began this section with three vignettes which suggested 
the importance of student responsibility. Wc conclude with 
a brief extract from a capstone examination of a graduating 
college senior who emphasizes the importance of student 
accountability. 

/ am ultimately responsible for what happened to me in col 
lege. I had to decide whether to get up and go to class and 
do the readings, or just blow it off, I hare learned while I 



have been here that I must make the decision to take advan- 
tage of opportunities offered to me. Yon know, sometimes 
it isn't easy to say that yon have to study or go to the library, 
but ifytm don't then you suffer the consequences. It iras 
my job to get the most out of my classes, even the boring 
ones' Teachers cannot do evetythingfor you, \x)u hare to 
do the readings and tty to make sense of them yourself 
(Authors files). 

Tliis student's reflections on what it means to go through col 
lege reminds us that the challenge for leadership is to under- 
stand the dynamics by which institutional efforts can build 
student responsibility and to develop policies that promote 
students* involvement in their own education. We must nur- 
ture an ethic of responsibility and acknowledge students as 
equal partners in the relational experience of learning. 'Hie 
students contribution to their own college experience and 
that of their peers must become more than a tuition check 
and an intermittent presence in the classroom. In the follow- 
ing sections we will examine in detail the research that under- 
lies the role of student responsibility in promoting positive 
collegiate outcomes. 



Turning Teaching into Learning 



RESPONSIBILITY: Robert P ace's Contr ibution 



Etvry reform teas once a private opinion. 
Ralph W aldo l-merson 



Quality of Effort 

If you were to give one piece of advice to a student who was 
about to enter college, what would it be? How can a student 
get the most out of the college years? 

Robert Pace would advise the student that learning and 
development require an investment of time and effort ( 1982). 
For students to succeed in college, tlvy must take advantage 
of all that the college has to offer. This includes utilizing the 
physical facilities such us science labs, the student union, and 
the athletic and fine arts areas. 

Colleges offer a rich variety of intellectual opportunities. 
Thus, finding success in college means taking advantage of 
the social and academic enrichment that comes through infor 
mal interactions with faculty and peers, in and out of class. 
A students peer relations can. for many, definethe college 
experience. While faculty members can serve as academic 
helmsmen, the collective energy of all students at the oais 
actually moves the boat through the water. 

Pace defines the investment of time and effort in a college 
student's studies as "quality of effort** ( 19K2). For him. fre 
quenev of activity and consistency of effort are crucially impor- 
tant. *Ib fully take advantage of the library-, a student must visit 
the building and utilize its resources with regularity through 
out the school year. In addition, students should use athletic 
facilities and participate in and attend cultural events spon 
sored by the institution. 'Ib ha\e a meaningful interaction with 
faculty, showing up is half of success. Academically, a student 
who never or rarely approaches a professor about issues o>* 
assignments simply is not taking responsibility for putting 
in the time necessary to make the most of the college 
experience. 

If showing up is half of success, the other half is putting 
effort into the activity, ll is a relatively small matter to show- 
up for class regularly but still another to take notes diligently 
and participate. It is yet another matter to complete additional 
readings on class topics and apply them in other classes or 
at work. It is relatively easy to look up a word in a dictionary, 
yet it takes a good deal more effort to revise a paper two or 
three times to incorporate the ideas behind the word. The 
difference between the two is the difference in student effort. 
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Student responsibility means quality of effort, and respon- 
sible student behavior is defined by the amount of time a stu- 
dent devotes to high-quality encounters with faculty and peers 
in and out of class. Amid the current-emphasis on account- 
ability and quality. Pace offers a clear-eyed and uncompro- 
mising statement of student responsibility: 

Colleges are, of course accountable for a lot of things. . . . 
But surely the students are also accountable for the amount, 
scope, and quality of effort they invest in their own learning 
and development { 1984, p. 6). 

The College Environment 

Just as students may be held accountable for their active par- 
ticipation in college life, institutions also have obligations and 
should be held accountable. As Pace observes, when consid- 
ering studeiv outcomes one must attend to what the insti- 
tution offers and what the students do with those offerings. 
It is unreasonable to expect strong student effort in areas in 
which the college does not provide appropriate resources. 
A student can't be expected to develop proficiencies with 
computers if the college does not provide access to computer 
equipment and opportunities for high-quality participation 
with these tools. However, beyond this obvious and important 
reality lies Pace's 32 -year interest in what we now call campus 
culture or ethos. 

Pace recognized the central role the campus environment 
plays in shaping student effort. A college is responsible for 
creating a climate that enables students to involve themselves 
responsibly in college life. In practice this means a clearly 
articulated and widely understood mission, communicated 
expectations as seen in ailes and policies, a faculty reward 
structure congruent with stated institutional goals, strong pro- 
grams and good human relations. In short, the college envi- 
ronment is the sum of its perceived atmosphere (1979). 

Pace's recognition of the importance of the collegiate envi- 
ronment found expression in his development, with George 
Stern, of the College Characteristics Index, or CCI (1958). The 
CGI is a measure of the "press" of a college, which Stern 
( l l F0) describes as the priv ate view of a situation. Collec- 
tively, these mutually shared or consensual presses may be 
taken as a description of an environment. 

Ten years later. Pace's thinking was influenced by the work 
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of Rudolph Moos, who has made extensive and varied studies 
of a wide variety of environments including college settings 
(1979). Pace notes that Moos characterized the social climate 
with three factors: the various goals of the organization; inter- 
personal relations, especially the degree pf emotional support; 
and the nature of the organization's control or management 
system, including the relative rigidity and bureaucratization 
(1984). 

When Pace writes about the campus environment or ethos, 
his thinking reflects the melding of his work with Stern and 
the contribution of Moos. To Pace, the press of the college 
environment consists of a variety of possible emphases. These 
include academic, artistic, analytic, occupational, and personal 
relevance emphases. Further, a student's interpersonal rela 
tionships in college, including those with peers, faculty, and 
the administration, may be either considerate and supporting 
or impersonal, remote, and alienated. These twin aspects of 
the environment, the emphasis and nature of relationships, 
define, in part, a college's obligations. 

Colleges do have a responsibility to clearly articulate their 
mission. The mission must permeate all aspects of the way 
the organization deals with its internal and external audiences. 
The institution has the responsibility to make its facilities 
comfortable and inviting places. Professors, too. must convex' 
an attitude of approachability, openness, and hospitality inside 
their classrooms as well as outside. College administrations 
have a responsibility to create and develop the circumstances 
in which students and faculty may behave in a facilitative man- 
ner with one another. A college administration that fails to 
create a climate in which leaching and learning can occur 
optimally has failed its students as badly as if it failed to fund 
the library. 

Student Background 

When college students set foot on campus for the first time, 
they bring with them more than new notebooks and pens. 
They bring a constellation of differences that increasingly 
define a pluralistic society. Differences in students 1 back- 
grounds help to describe what Pascarella and Terenzini term 
the conditional effects of college ( 1991). They are of primary 
interest to those who wish to study the effect of college on 
students to determine how the interaction of student behavior 
and collegiate programs affects learning. 
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!n practice, tor a college teacher or administrator, a stu- 
dent's behavior, aptitude, motivation, and learning style are 
far more important than personal background. As Pace clearly 
says, "It is possible, although not very probable, that the qual- 
ity of effort is determined by the chromosomes . . ." ( 1984, 
p. 16). From Pace's view, the message is clear and hopeful. 
It is not what students bring to campus that is important— 
rather, it is what they do while they are there that counts. 
Paces concern is with "what students do in college, and what 
conditions in college influence what they do and what they 
achieve (1984. p. 16). 




College Outcomes 

What do students learn at college and to what extent can we 
attribute student outcomes to aspects of the collegiate expe-' 
rience^This seemingly simple question has, over the past half- 
century or so, led to a remarkable stream of scholarship. It 
has been the subject of six major reviews, including the land- 
mark review by Feldman and Newcomb ( 1969), a brace of 
sweeping analyses by Astin ( 19""; 1993), a retrospective 
review by Lenning et al. ( 19"M ), a focused review by Pace 
( 19"9), and, finally, the work of Pascarella and Terenzini 
(1991). 

It is sufficient at this point to note that college outcomes 
include more than narrow measures of classroom learning; 
we will not attempt a comprehensive summary of what con- 
stitutes appropriate indicators of college outcomes. The lit- 
erature simply is too vast for our purposes. Indeed, vcxal con- 
tributors to the outcomes-assessment movement haw been 
wrestling with these issues for the tast 10 years. A broad net 
of college outcomes recognized by Pace includes personal 
and social development; gains in general education; cognitive 
and intellectual outcomes; gains in understanding science 
and technology; and vocational and career outcomes ( 1984). 
These implicitly acknowledge the importance of student 
development outcomes as well as more conventional aca- 
demic outcomes. Further, the inclusion of vocational and 
career gains implies that college outcomes might properly 
be studied over time. 



Summary 

Pace s theory about what leads to success in college is straight 
forward. College outcomes depend on responsible student 
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behavior. The environment or ethos either may encourage 
or discourage a students active participation. While Pace rec 
ognizes that students bring to college a diverse set of expe- 
riences related to gender, race, and family background, he 
argues that what students do while they are enrolled is more 
important in affecting student development. The extent to 
which environment determines outcomes is minimized. The 
principal contribution to student growth is the extent to which 
students capitalize on what the college has to offer. 

Pace has called his model one of "College Impress/' He 
specifically chose the word "impress" because it connotes 
a softer impression of the effect of college on students than 
the term word "impact*" Impact implies a powerful and irre- 
sistible force, while impress connotes a gentler impression 
such as a baker might leave on a loaf of bread. The College 
Impress model suggests that the combined influences of the 
college environment as perceived by the student and the 
effort expended by the student lead to student development. 
It is what the student does in college— rather than the college 
itself— wh^'h is respon .ible for student gains. 
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THEORIES OF STUDENT RESPONSIBILITY 



No theory is good except on condition that one uses it to go 

beyond. 

Andre Gide 

Knowing about theories and theorists is essential if we are 
to understand student growth and how and why student 
responsibility must be nurtured. Thomas Kuhn, a philosopher 
of science, has described the process by which fields of study 
develop and how, through them, our understanding of the 
world matures (1970). Initially, descriptions or natural his- 
tories of a phenomenon are made. Later, linkages between 
these descriptive observations are found and theories devel- 
oped to account for what is observed as well as to guide 
future research. Over time, difficulties with initial theories 
accumulate and. ultimately, a large-scale paradigm shift or 
change in perspective occurs. While there were multi- 
institutional studies, the first part of this century was dom- 
inated by practitioner-based, single-institution studies that 
lacked integrative theory. 

In 1969, Arthur Chickering, writing about higher education 
studies, observed that "few theories have been framed, few 
hypotheses tested. Thus, though much useful knowledge has 
been generated, it remains in unintegrated form" ( 1969, P- 
4). During the next 15 years, about 20 theories, most derived 
from the field of psychology, were advanced (Terenzini 1987). 
These theories can be divided into two broad types: devel- 
opmental theories and college impact theories (Stage 1987; 
Pascarella and Terenzini 1991). 

The developmental theories emphasize the intrapsychic 
processes which lead to student development and generally 
contain elaborated descriptions of the sequences or levels 
of change that a student encounters. The college impact the 
ories, on the other hand, stress the importance of the inter 
action between individual behavior and environmental 
presses and emphasize the influences on student change 
which come from outside of the individual While Pace spc 
cifically avoided characterizing his theory as one of college 
impact, his work does share the view that change comes about 
through the interaction of the individual and the environment. 

Three oilier theorists have made contributions to the col- 
lege impact literature which has largely defined inquiry into 
college effects for the last 20 years. Vincent Tinto developed 
the most widely established theory of student departure from 
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college (1975, 198""). Tinto's theory is based on the degree 
to which students felt integrated into the life of the campus 
and thus sustained a commitment to graduation. Alexander 
Astin offered the theory of student involvement and the input- 
process-output model by which college effects could be ana- 
lyzed using the national, multi- institutional Cooperative Insti- 
tutional Research Program. (CIRP) data base ( 1985). Ernest 
Pascarella offered a generalized causal model to assess college 
impact which includes measures of institutional features as 
well as quality of effort ( 1985, 1991 ). 

Thus, Pace has viewed college outcomes as following from 
"college impress" and the quality of effort that students put 
into their work. Looking at the same phenomena, Tinto has 
seen "student integration/' Astin has seen "student involve- 
ment," and Pascarella has seen "college impact." In this sec- 
tion we will briefly review and then compare these three the 
ories about how college affects students and learning. These 
approaches are important, as they directly address the issue 
of student responsibility. 

Tinto and Student Integration 

Perhaps the best example of the maturation of college out- 
comes studies is found in the studies following Tinto's review 
of the factors associated with student withdrawal from college 
( !9"5). Tinto drew for his work on the contributions of Spady 
( 19^0, 1971 ) who emphasized the importance of social inte- 
gration and path analysis in the study of student retention, 
Scxial and academic integration refers to an individual's sense 
of membership and belonging to an institution. 

In Tinto's model, student characteristics such as individual 
attributes, family background, and pre college experiences 
are incorporated into a dynamic model of student departure 
( 19^5 ). These elements lead to an initial commitment to a 
particular institution and a degree of commitment to com 
pleting an academic degree. Over time and through repeated 
interactions with the academic and social presses of the 
school, a student's sense of academic and scxial belonging— 
or integration— is strengthened or diminished. Specifically, 
a sense of belonging may be manifested by having college 
friends, using the college facilities, and actively seeking and 
receiving counsel from faculty members. The level of inte- 
gration or belonging that a student experiences subsequently 
affects the student's commitment to a specific college and 
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the desire to complete the degree. The weaker the student's 
commitment to an institution or toward degree completion, 
the greater the likelihood that the student will withdraw from 
school. 

Tinto's model has provided locus and direction tor reten 
tion research and college outcomes ( 1<T5 ) Among the most 
prolific and methodologically thorough of those who have 
worked with Tinto's model are Pascarella and Terenzini 
i 1991). In their watershed review of the literature that de 
scribes the effects of college on students, they suggest that 
Tinto's model, like other "impact models." stresses the impor- 
tance of environmental and sociological factors in promoting 
student change. Specifically, they note that "less attention is 
devoted to specification of the nature or strength of the influ 
encesofan institution s structural organizational character 
isticsorto the role of individual student effort" (p. S3). 

Pascarella and College Impact 

While Pascarella and his colleagues haw worked extensivelv 
with Tinto's model, Pascarella in 19HS developed a general 
ized model to assess the impact of college on student out 
conies. This impact model includes institutional characteristics 
and student effort, two features lacking in Tinto's formulation 
For Pascarella, student learning and development are affected 
directly by a student's interaction with faculty and peers and 
by the student's quality of effort, as Pace defines it. The back 
ground that a student brings 10 college may exert a direct 
influence on collegiate outcomes. However, it is more likely 
that background w ill exert an indirect effect, which is 
mediated by the student's efforts, interactions, and the campus 
ethos or climate. 

From a research perspective, the specification of structural 
and organizational aspects of an institution (size, resources, 
governance, etc. ) enables researchers who conduct multi 
institutional studies to assess the effect these organizational 
features may ha\c directly on the college culture, indirectly 
on student responsibility, and ultimately on college outcomes. 
Pascarella's college impact model has proved to be a useful 
tool in the study of patterns of institutional practice as well 
as in a variety of college outcomes, including affective and 
intellectual development, self concept, and civic values and 
involvement. 
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Astin and Student Involvement 

In the mid-1980s, Astin presented a theory that directly related 
student involvement to student development and articulated 
a standard by which colleges could begin to evaluate their 
programs. For Astin, involvement means the student's invest- 
ment of "physical and psychological energy" in the academic 
enterprise. The five principles of his theory are: 1) Involve- 
ment refers to the investment of physical and psychological 
energy; 2) involvement occurs along a continuum that can 
change over time; 3) involvement has both quantitative and 
qualitative features; 4) the amount of student learning and 
personal development associated with any educational pro- 
gram is directly proportional to the quality and quantity of 
student involvement in that program; and 5) the effectiveness 
of any educational policy or practice is related directly to the 
capacity of that policy or practice to increase student involve- 
ment. The last two principles are arguably the strongest and 
most direct calls from the literature to academic leaders to 
pay attention to the impact their programs have on building 
student responsibility by encouraging student commitment. 

The theory' of student involvement has not led to an elab- 
orated model that accounts for student background or explic- 
itly links student behavior to environmental press. Astin wryly 
notes that he has "not needed to draw a maze consisting of 
dozens of boxes interconnected by two-headed arrows" to 
explain his theory to others (1984). The clarity and strength 
of his propositions have served to guide research in a- variety 
of college settings and for a range of student outcomes. As 
with Pace, the theory of student involvement explicitly places 
student behavior at the center of the academic enterprise. Stu- 
dent involvement, like quality of effort, can be described 
quantitatively (frequency) and qualitatively (depth of 
commitment). 

Although not directly addressed, Astin \s theory implies an 
important role for the college environment. If programmatic 
success is defined by student involvement, then institutions 
that develop a climate that supports and nurtures involvement 
are likely to be successful in building on the strengths stu- 
dents initially bring to the campus. In Astin \s terms, these will 
be institutions of excellence, not because of iheir reputations 
or resource base, but because they develop the talents of their 
students (1985). 





Impress, Integration, Impact, and Involvement 

Face, Tinto. Pascarella, and Astin have offered explicit theories 
about how colleges can promote student learning and growth. 
Each has left us with a v slightly different stance in naming the 
crucial ingredient. For Face, it is the quality of effort that stu- 
dents invest in their studies. Tinto argues that, as written in. 
the Talmud. "God resides in the details." Over time and 
through literally thousands of small interactions with a 
school's social and academic life, a student's commitment 
either is strengthened or weakened. Pascarella sees in college 
outcomes the importance of students informal interactions 
with peers and faculty coupled with a high quality of effort. 
Finally. Astin and the student involvement theory are tightly 
coupled. For him. student outcomes are directly proportional 
to student involvement in college activ ities. 

Despite different uses of terms, these approaches have 
much in common. First, each theorist recognizes that the stu 
dent's background plays a role in shaping college outcomes. 
\ lowcver. that role is largely indirect and moderated by the 
college environment and a student's interactions with faculty 
and peers. The good news from these theorists for colleges 
and students is that the college has a far greater impact on 
outcomes than the students" backgrounds and background 
experiences This holds true only if and the emphasis is on 
the word // students take advantage of what the college 
offers. That is. if the student behaves in a responsible manner. 

Second, each sees the campus environment exerting an 
indirect and potentially enabling impact on college outcomes. 
For Face and Pascarella. college climate establishes a tone 
that is supportive of quality effort and interactions between 
students, faculty, and peers. Tinto suggests that the tit between 
the student and the college's social and academic environ 
nient shapes the commitment to press on to degree comple- 
tion. Am in points to the importance of evaluating academic 
practices and policies in terms of their enabling effect on stu 
dent invoh ement. 

last, all emphasize the importance of a partnership between 
the college and the student. Colleges alone cannot produce 
student learning. Colleges provide opportunities for inter 
action and involvement and establish a climate conducive 
to responsible participation. Vet, in the final analysis, students 
must extend themselves. Each approach reflects the eentrality 
oi what we otll student responsibility. 
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While the vision of Pace is clearest, the writings of Tinto, 
Pascarella, and Astin have stimulated a body of literature that 
has explored the joint effects of student behavior, campus 
environment, and student background on college outcomes. 
The balance of this section examines some of the research 
literature in each of these three areas as well as the research 
methodology* used in this field. 

Methodology 

We have spent some energy- discussing the contributions that 
four theorists have made to our understanding of student 
responsibility-. The literature that these theorists have spawned 
is among the most methodologically sophisticated in the field 
of higher education. Further, it represents a powerful dem- 
onstration of theory coupled with multivariate statistical proce- 
dures to bring light to a complex and dynamic social system: 
our colleges and universities. We will briefly orient the reader 
to this methodology. 

Issues of practice and the current national dialogue con- 
cerning student involvement, retention, community building, 
quality assurance, and accountability all have an intellectual 
parentage that is based, to some extent, on the body of theory 
and research that has been developed over the last 20 years. 
The principal reason that we will consider the developments 
in methodology is because what we know and what we do 
not know is dependent on the analytic tools that have been 
used. 

There is a close relationship between our ways of knowing 
and what we ultimately may conclude from the results of a 
study. The body of research that undergirds our consideration 
of student responsibility is a theoretically informed body of 
scholarship. We believe that only theory guided research that 
makes use of appropriate multivariate methodologies has a 
chance of managing the potentially confounding effects inher- 
ent in applied research. Unless we understand the develop 
ment of this approach, we will be unable to effectively dem- 
onstrate the validity of our programs, and senior administra- 
tors will be unable to meet the stewardship challenge posed 
by society. 

Competent scholarship spans both theory and methodol 
ogy. There is a debate on the utility and future direction of 
research in higher education. Some argue that research should 
be focused upon specific policy issues of interest to decision 
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makers. Others, including Pascarella, suggest that theory 
centered research is an essential component; we too, take 
the latter position. Theory-centered research is esseniial to 
bringing a semblance of coherence to the welter of institu- 
tionally based studies. Ultimately, theory -centered research 
is an exercise in the craft of disciplined sense making. It is 
a structured, guided process of dialogue with data. 

The basic research issues that must be addressed are 
accounting for gains in college and the threats from student 
maturation and selection. Students -indeed, all people— grow 
and change throughout their lifetimes. How can we determine 
if changes we see in college students are not the result of mat- 
uration? Similarly, students self-select and are differentially 
recruited to different kinds of institutions, majors, and college 
activities. How can we be sure that college outcomes might 
not result from the types of students (student background) 
served rather than college policies or environment? 

Classically, the way this has been accomplished in educa- 
tional research is through experiment, complete with random 
selection and assignment of student subjects to experimental 
and control conditions. Randomization equalizes the groups 
(selection), and random assignment allows us it) compare 
groups with maturation held constant. But colleges are not 
set up as dreamscapes for researchers. They are applied set 
tings. And we know, up front, that the college going group 
is very different from the noncollege going group: that dif 
ferent people attend different types of institutions; and that 
different people selectively participate in varied activities, in 
different majors, and different micro environments while at 
college. So we have several confounding variables (alternate 
hypotheses) that always are tenable in research of this kind. 
These include individual background, aptitude, prior aca 
demic history*, social and economic background, personality, 
and other elements which become entangled with college 
experience and college outcome. 

During the last 2^ years, a series of approaches to managing 
these problems has been utilized. Marly studies typically 
ignored these difficulties and focused instead on descriptions 
of student behavior and reported practices that presumably 
were effective on individual campuses. In the late '60s and 
into the *"0s. researchers began co use correlation based tech 
niques which sought to statistically control for selection effects 
b\ holding constant or panialling out initial student differ 



Turning IctuhtHj* into learning 

33 



ences. Unfortunately, this approach did not explain the 
sources of influence on college outcomes. With a large num- 
ber of variables held constant, any college effect can appear 
artificially small. In the mid-70s and into the early '80s. mul- 
tiple regression analysis was used extensively and indeed, 
stepwise procedures still are important analytic tools. The 
principal contribution that multiple regression makes is an 
estimate of the relative effect of each predictor variable on 
the outcome (response) variable. Statistically, these effects 
are expressed as standardized beta weights. By effect, 
researchers mean the direct, unmediated contribution that 
knowledge of one variable (a predictor) makes to accounting 
for an outcome variable. For example, if we wished to studv 
the effects of student age. effort, and perception of college 
environment on student gains in general knowledge, we 
could use multiple regression analysis to assess the relative 
contribution that each predictor (age, effort, perception ) 
made in accounting for the magnitude of student gains. 

In regression, effects are expressed as standardized beta 
weights. Interpreting standardized betas allows us to assess 
the relative effect or contribution of a predictor compared 
to other predictors within a given sample. For example, we 
enter the predictors into the regression analysis in a theoret 
ically consistent manner (age. then perception, and finally 
effort ) and determine that the effect of age (standardized 
beta) is .0"; perception is .1 1: and effort is .S"\ We can con 
elude that the contribution of age and perception, while sta 
tistically significant, is relatively slight - especially when com 
pared to the contribution that effort makes in accounting for 
gains. Indeed, it can be said that the effect of effort is more 
than five times that of either age or perception. Further, we 
can say that the net effect of effort on gains is quite powerful. 
That is. after accounting for age and perception, the contri 
hut ion of effort still is the most important factor. While regies 
sion analysis proved to be a major advance, it still was pri 
manly predictive in nature rather than an explanation of the 
process by which mediating variables could moderate the 
effect of entry v ariables on outcomes. 

During the late '-(Js and through the mid '80s, an approach 
known as path analysis, causal modeling, or structural mod 
eling offered several advantages and largely replaced regres 
sion analysis in the study of college outcomes. The must 
important of these advantages is the ability to model a priori 
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causal structures; that is, to represent theoretically derived 
systems in a statistically expressible form. Causal models 
based on path analysis also allow the user to identify direct, 
indirect, and total effects of model elements on outcomes 
measures. Direct effects in path analysis have the same mean- 
ing as standardized betas in regression. Indirect effects refer 
to the mediated impact that one variable may have on a third 
variable. Total effects simply are the sum of the contribution 
of the direct and indirect effects. 

We might imagine a model based on Pace's work. In this 
imaginary model, the variables that exert a direct effect on 
gains in general education are perception of the college envi- 
ronment and student effort. It is possible for the total effect 
of a variable to be zero yet have relatively strong direct and 
indirect effects. For example, age may exert a positive direct 
effect on general education outcomes because adult students 
have a greater fund of general knowledge than younger stu- 
dents. Yet, it may exert a negative effect on effort in college, 
possibly due to competing demands from job and family. The 
positive effect of prior knowledge thus is rendered nugatory 
by the negative effect of work and family demands. 

The use of path analysis offers major advantages over regres- 
sion but requires strong theory to support the initial model 
specification. It has been said that there are two parts to path 
modeling: the easy part and the hard part. The easy part is 
the solution of the multiple equations via computer analyses, 
and the hard part is the initial model specification based upon 
sound theory with variables that are well-meascred. 

Despite the advantages of path analysis, there are several 
problems. The first is the assumption that the relationships 
among the variables are unidirecional. In the real world it 
is not always possible to rule out reciprocal or looping rela- 
tionships. In the above example, there may be a reciprocal 
relationship between effort and perception. That is, a positive 
perception of the college could lead to the expenditure of 
effort, while the expenditure of effort might lead students to 
see the college in a favorable light. The model we posed 
above suggests a one way flow, and with path analysis we arc 
limited to posing unidirectional causal chains. 

The second and most vexing problem is the assumption 
that the variables of interest are measured without error. That 
is, we assume we arc dealing with reality rather than mea 
sured constructs. Typically, prior to a path analysis or regres 
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sion analysis, variables (constructs) are factored lo produce 
relatively homogeneous scales with acceptable measures of 
internal consistency (reliability) and validity (construct 
validity). 

From the mid '80s to the present we haw seen the appli- 
cation of covariance structure analysis approaches such as lin- 
ear structural relations, or LISREL (Joreskog and Sorbom 
1988). and HQS (Bonder 1989). These approaches allow us 
to specif* reciprocal relationships and, most importantly, to 
specify a measurement model attached to the path or struc- 
tural model. This allows the estimation of effects uneontam 
inated by measurement error, as effects are specified or 
included in the model itself As with path analysis, these 
approaches allow for the specification of direct and indirect 
effects and the testing of relationship paths as well as tests 
of the adequacy of the entire model as specified. 

The reader interested in an accessible and complete treat 
ment of the evolution in the methodology of college out 
comes research, is urged to review the appendix of Pascarclla 
and Teren/.inis review volume ( 1991 ). Astin makes use of 
multiple regression analysis, and the first three chapters of 
his book. What Matters in (7o//e#c. walk the reader through 
the application of this procedure ( 1993 ). While covariance 
structure modeling can be formidable to master, the interested 
reader is encouraged to rev iew Baldwin for an excellent 
applied introduction to this approach using LISRM ( 1989). 
Stage offers a primer on the use of causal analysis technique 
and offers suggestions for applications ofl.lSRKI. for research 
on colkgc students ( 1989 ). 
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RESEARCH ON STUDENT BACKGROUND 



Character the uillinf>ws$ to accept responsibility for one's 
own life— is the source from a hich self respect springs. 
Joan Diclion 

The tour theoretical perspectives we have examined all sug 
gest lhai a student's personal background characteristics are 
less important in determining college outcomes than are the 
student's experiences and behavior while enrolled. The stud 
ies we will review in this section constitute one of the most 
theoretically grounded literatures in the field and are large 1} 
derived from the thinking of Pace, Tinto. Pascarella. and Astin. 

In these studies we see a general progression from the use 
of multiple regression analysis to the use of causal models 
which allow the researcher to lease out the direct and indirect 
effects of student background variables on outcomes. Further, 
smaller, single institution based samples haw been replaced 
bv very large scale, multi institutional data bases. The state 
of the an in this field now - includes theoretically derived 
causal modeling using nationally gcncrali/able samples. This 
powerful mix of theory, method, and sample has added to 
our understanding of the role personal student background 
characteristic s play in interactions with life college environ 
ment ind student behavior. 

Numerous outcomes have been cxamineu including reten 
tion. freshman year persistence, plans for graduate school, 
personal development, and academic achievement. A wide 
\arieiy of student background variables also have been stud 
ied. including race. age. gender, family background, socio 
economic status, parental aspirations and support, high school 
achievement, and individual intrapsychic characteristics. Most 
of the studies have attempted to hold constant or net out the 
effec t of background variables by including them directly in 
the models. Other studies have examined the deferential 
effec ts of selected background variables by running separate 
models lor specific groups and then comparing the workings 
( effect structures) of each resulting model. This makes direct 
comparisons between studies with differing approaches dit 
ficult yet fruitful. 

For m< )st researc hers, tvw > questions about background var 
iables are important. The first question concerns the process 
by which background affects student gains ( directly on out 
comes or indirect!} through process variables) and second, 
determining the comparative magnitude of the effect when 
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placed alongside other variables such as student-faculty inter 
action, intentions, aspirations, or quality of effort. We shall 
review some of these studies, beginning with the methodo- 
logically less sophisticated and proceeding to the more recent 
and methodologically advanced ones which were able to con- 
trol for numerous variables. 

Pace, in a study of eight colleges with a total of 2,299 stu- 
dents who took the College Student Experiences Question- 
naire (CSEQ), reports that in the five categories of student 
gains measured, the most pervasive predictor was the quality 
of effort that students put into their studies ( 1984). When var- 
iables were entered into a regression analysis in a setwise 
order with student background variables entered first, they 
accounted for a very small percent (less than 5 percent) of 
the variation in gains. Quality of effort variables were entered 
into the equations last and accounted for the largest propor- 
tion of variation in gains (between 5 and 25 percent) even 
after accounting for student background. 

While Pace's study suggests a limited although statistically 
significant role for student background characteristics, it has 
two major limitations. First, separate analyses for particular 
subgroups are not offered, making comparisons between 
group* difficult. Second, an interaction hypothesis which 
could shed light on the conditional effects of effort was not 
specified. 

Some 1 1 years after the initial publication of the CSEQ, Pace 
presented a major descriptive portrait of American college 
students based on the responses of 25,000 students enrolled 
at 7-4 colleges between the years 19«3 «6 ( 1990). The book, 
titled The I 'udergraduates, presents a series of student snap- 
shots concerning their college experience. Among the anal 
yses presented is a description of student activities by eth 
nicity, age, and gender. Pace reports thai there are "no major 
differences between any of the groups (white, black, Hispanic. 
Asian) on the scholarly, intellectual activities, or on the infor 
mal, interpersonal activities" ( 1990, p. 86). In areas related 
to science and technology, Asian students had a slightly higher 
participation (3 percent ) than did black students. Asians 
reported the lowest participation in athletics and involvement 
in clubs, while blacks rated highest in use of the Student 
I 'nion and participation in clubs. 

When the data is disaggregated by age, the oldest group 
of students, aged 2H and up. appear less likely to take advan 




tage of either coilege group facilities or informal interpersonal 
activities with other students. Their participation in the aca 
demic life of the campus, however, is at least as strong and. 
in the case of class-specific activities, stronger, than their 
younger counterparts. These findings are consistent with other 
methodologically sophisticated studies w hich report that older 
and commuter students are more fully engaged in the aca 
demic life of the campus than in the social dimension. 

Finally. Pace reports an absence of educationally significant 
differences between men and women in college activities par 
ticipation. There is a slight trend, however, lor women to 
report making more progress in personal and social devel 
opment. In sum. while there are some differences between 
demographically defined groups of students, these are re I 
atively slight and are largely overshadowed by what the groups 
have in common. 

While noticeable differences in social participation between 
older and younger students were apparent. Pace concludes 
that "the quality of effort invested in various college activities 
and the progress claimed toward various goals was relatively 
similar for each gender and each ethnic group" ( 1900. p. I W). 
These findings are largely, but not fully, consistent with other 
studies that statistically control for student demographic 
characteristics. 

In a single institution longitudinal study of student intel 
lectual skill development. Terenzini. Thcophilides. and l.orang 
found that only students' level of classroom participation was 
consistently related to growth ( 198-4 ). Further, their findings 
suggested that growth was associated with nonclassroom inter 
action with faculty. Factors such as sex. parents education. 
SAT scores, and highest degree planned did not statistical!} 
affect academic skill development. Only high school rank sig 
nificantly contributed to freshman year academic skill devel 
opment. but even this did not contribute to development in 
subsequent years. 

In a similar, single institution study of transfer student intel 
lectual skill development. Volkwcin. King, and Teren/ini 
found that student background and prior college activities 
were singularly unimportant in accounting for student intel 
lectual growth ( 1980). In this study. wlm'i used multiple 
regression analysis, the records of ^,000 undergraduates enter 
ing the State t niversity of New York at Albam in 1 980 were 
analv/ed. The key to student intellectual growth, the re 
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searchers found, was not age, sex, prior education, and goals, 
but the perception that faculty are devoted teachers. This 
sense of devotion includes aspects such as intellectually stim- 
ulating class sessions, encouraging students to express their 
views, and spending time outside of class discussing intel- 
lectual issues of interest to students. 

I : sing data collected as part of the Cooperativ e Institutional 
Research Program (CIRP). Astin completed a massive study 
of college impact ( 1993). This study, reported in What Matters 
hi College, analyzes the responses of more than 27.000 stu 
dents at hundreds of colleges across the United States Astin 
uses the 1 E O model, or Input Environment Outcomes 
model, to analyze college effects. Making use of regression 
models, he assembled over Ub input measures which lap 
a wide variety of student characteristics at time of the student's 
initial enrollment. Astin assesses the contribution of the col 
lege s environment to the change in students, beyond what 
can be predicted from initial student characteristics. Inform 
natch*, as he notes, separate analyses were not completed by 
race, gender, ability of student, or socioeconomic status ( SKS ). 
This makes it difficult to determine any interaction effects or 
other subgroup differences. The strength of the study lies in 
its breadth of measures used and strength of rhe national sample. 

Astin, in this study, found statistically significant e\'(ccis on 
most college outcomes measures of student demographic 
characteristics including race, gender, and socioeconomic sta 
tus ( 1993). He concluded that "the student's peer group is 
the single most potent source of influence on growth and 
development during the undergraduate years" (p. 398). All 
students, irrespective of age. gender, and social and economic 
background, come to college with preexisting differences. 
Yet, these students likely will develop in the direction of the 
dominant values of their college peers. In short, student in 
volvement with peers mediates change. 

As indicated previously, regression studies did not examine 
any possible conditional effecis of student background char 
acteristies. Although primarily concerned with examining the 
role of academic and social integration in persistence. Pas 
carella and Terenzini tested a set of interaction hypotheses 
between sex. race, initial college enrollment, aptitude, and 
five student academic and social integration scales ( I9K0 ). 
Of the 20 interaction terms tested in ;i discriminant function 
anaK sis. only two were significant. These were sex b\ peer 



group interaction and sc\ hy institution and goal commitment. 
The qualitv of peer gr< mp interac tion is more important in 
women's decisions to persist or withdraw than it is lor men. 
Conversely lor men. their level of eommitment to degree 
goals and the institution are more strongly tied to their 
persistence. 

While this study suggested possible indireet effeels that stu 
dent background variables may e\en. it was Munro who first 
demonstrated this phenomenon using path analysis ( NX I ). 
This procedure has two major advantages over most 
regressii >n based approac hes. Kirst. the researeher can test 
detailed, theoretically based models-, second, the direet and 
iiKlii'cM effects of variables can be determined. 

Barbara Munio developed a path analytic" model based on 
Tinio s work ( l l )KI ) she used the Nt> "2 data set whic h is 
a nationwide, longitudinal study of the' high school class ot 

I ler interest was to develop and lest a model w hic h 
directK would examine the interac tion of student personal 
c haracteristic s with the c ollegiale cm ironmcnt. I : ol lowing 
Tinto. she seleeted student retention as her outeome variable, 
ikr findings suggest that the effec ts ol M\ ethnic it\ . and sex 
on persistence in college .ire m.iinK indirect and transmitted 
through intenemng variabl/s suc h as ac ademic and soc ial 
integration. Indeed, ihe onk student background variable that 
exerts a direct eftect on persistence is high school grades. 
Thus, the degree to whit h the students are academically and 
soeialK integrated into the lite of the c ampus is more impor 
tan! in accounting lor retention outcomes than are the initial 
pers< >nal student characteristics 

Scleral studies ha\e developed and tested theoietually 
demed i aiisal models tor men and women separately. Pas 
(arella and leien/ini. in a path analytic study based on Tinto's 
model, lound important diffeicincs when the sample was 
disaggregated In se\ ( \ l )X*i » l or \v< mien, so- lal integration 
had a sironger elled on persistence than academic integration, 
l or men. academic integration was moie important, while 
the' ellei is ol soi lal integration were indirect, transmitted 
through institutional commitment Thc\ note that the* intlti 
cue col student picenrollment c harac teristic s ( lamik back 
ground. indiMclual attributes, pre college schooling) was null 
ice t. and the ellcc t ol these \ariahles on persist e?u e was 
mediated h\ the heshnian veai experience I'or lesidential 
students, the cjualu\ o| student interaction with the college 
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environment was more important in persistence decisions 
than the characteristics brought to college. 

This study is important, as it reflects a more complete spec- 
ification of the variables in Tinto's model than had previously 
been attempted. As a longitudinal study, it reflects the com 
mitments that students have at different points in time. Unfor- 
tunately, it is a single institution study with all subjects drawn 
from a " large, independent, residential university in central 
New York state.'' Thus, suggestive as these findings are. we 
cannot generalize these results to other institutional types 
or different student populations. 

Based on (he above research which suggested the impor- 
tance of sex differences. Stoecker, Pascarella, and Wolfle devel 
oped and tested four sex by race causal models, including 
models for black and white men and women ( 198H). The 
sample was drawn from data obtained from the GRP. More 
than I ().()()() students enrolled at ttT colleges and universities 
of various types initially were included in the study. Tsing 
the methodology of causal modeling, they implemented Tin 
lo's model and, following the work of Pascarella. added insti- 
tutional characteristics ( 1 98S ). They Umnd that when con 
trolling for the influence of all other variables in the model, 
academic integration had the strongest direct effect on per 
sistence for all four sex by race groups. Further, social inte 
gration. including interactions with faculty and social lead 
ership. had positive effects on persistence. They conclude bv 
noting that "student affairs programs that facilitate interaction 
with faculty and the opportunity for social involvement and 
participation would seem to positively influence persistence 
irrespective of pre college characteristics; initial commitments: 
the selectivity; si/.e or racial composition of the institution 
attended; or one's academic major" (p. ). 

James I learn, in a mulli institutional path, analytic study 
based on the work of Pascarella ( ). examined student 
aspirations and plans for graduate education ( 10K** 7 ). Hearn 
dev eloped two submodels: one for men and one for women. 
I Je found that for graduating women, the roles of academic 
perlormam e and major w ere less important than for men. 
bin the role of parental support iveness was more important. 
l ; or men and women, the role of the background factors for 
both tvpes of outcomes was significant but largely indirect. 
Of caution is die finding that the developed and tested model 
appeared to lit the male subsample belter than it did the 
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female subsample. This suggests that important variables, 
unaccounted for in the model, may be exerting a differential 
effect on women's future plans for schooling. While this find 
ing is intriguing, they conclude by reminding us that 'choices 
made by educational leaders do matter" (p. 13" )■ Features 
of the college environment that can be affected by admin- 
istrators do influence subsequent career plans and aspirations 
beyond what students bring to the collegiate setting. 

While it is not our purpose here to examine in any detail 
the growing body of literature being developed around the 
issues of race or ethnicity and college outcomes, we are 
reminded of the scholarship of Fleming ( 198 * ) and others 
who have expressly examined this question. Inarguably, in 
the single most sustained and comprehensive examination 
of the black experience at "white" and "black" colleges across 
the country, Fleming examined a diverse range of academic, 
cognitive, psychological, and developmental features of the 
black student experience. She concludes that at "white" insti 
tutions, academic achievement is thwarted by poor adjustment 
of black students to the "white" campus, especially with 
respect to the faculty. 

Similar findings were reported by Suen, who examined the 
relationship between alienation among minority students and 
attrition ( 1983). Crosson suggests that a key ingredient in 
improving minority achievement and retention is in the pro 
motion of involvement in campus life ( 1988). Oliver describes 
a study completed at the University of California at his 
Angeles of black and Chicano achievement and social adjust 
ment ( 1985). The study suggests that reported feelings of 
alienation and isolation on the campus adversely affect sir 
dent achievement. 

Nettles, working within the tradition of Astin and Pascarella. 
attempted to compare directly the performance of white and 
black students by taking into account a wide range of insti 
tutional and student faculty interaction factors ( 1991 ). In a 
large scale study of 30 colleges. "00 faculty members, and 
more than 4,000 students, separate multiple regression anal 
vses were conducted on the responses of white and black stu 
dents. Of especial interest is the finding that "black students 
also have lower academic integration, more limited contact 
with faculty on'side of the classroom, and more faculty who 
are dissatisfieu with their universities" ( p. 90). Nettles spec 
ulates that the comparatively less satisfied faculty who teach 
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black students may contribute to lower levels of black student 
involvement through diminished levels of student- faculty 
interaction. 

While considerable interest has been devoted it) exploring 
the implication of certain personal characteristics of students 
on college outcomes, very little attention has been devoted 
to the participation rates or process of college going for indi- 
viduals with disabilities. The passage of the Americans with 
Disabilities Act has heightened issues of access and panic 
ipation for the disabled in posisecondary institutions, and we 
anticipate a body of much needed theoretically centered 
research. 

Faii-weather and Shaver made creative and effective use of 
two national longitudinal data sets to describe the enrollment 
rates in posisecondary education for college-aged youths with 
and without disabilities ( 1990). Their study used the National 
Transition Study, a data set containing a five year followup 
of <\X" disabled youths and the High School and Beyond 
data set. Items common to the two sets permitted cotnpar 
isons in the participation rales for disabled and nondisahled 
groups. The findings indicate that the college going rate for 
disabled vs. nondisahled individuals is somewhat more than 
I to 1 for two year colleges and 1 it) 10 for four year colleges. 
Of substantial interest is the finding thai there is considerable 
variation within groups comprising individuals with different 
disabilities. Hie two year college enrollment rate for deaf, 
speech impaired, other health impaired, and those with visual 
and aural deficits was roughly comparable to that of nonim 
paired indi\iduals. As further efforts at accommodation, man 
dated by law. are made, it is likely that the participation rates 
in tour year colleges will continue to rise. 

W'i'h the rise in college going rates, researchers in several 
studies haw sought to understand the attrition of the disabled 
by turning to the model of school leaving advanced by Tinto. 
Waller and Welsh ( l9Hh > and Waller and DeCaro ( 1986) argue 
that depending on its nature and sexcrity. the impairment of 
disabled students max - impose unique barriers it) their aca 
deniK and social integration into the life of the college. Thev 
call upon indixidual institutions to collect and analyze insti 
tutional research data to identify and suggest attrition inter 
vcniions for the disabled. 

hollowing on the call lor an implementation ofTinio's 
model. Scherer. stinson. and Walter conducted a causal anal 
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ysis based on elements of Tinto's theory ( 1W ). In a one 
year longitudinal si inly of 233 students enrolled at the 
National Technical. Institute for the Deaf, the researchers found 
that social integration was a key variable in the retention ot 
deaf students. Social satisfaction had a positive impact on 
retention, while participation in college sponsored activities 
had a negative effect. 'Die latter finding is not surprising and 
may be accounted for by the unique needs that this institution 
serves. Many hearing impaired students arrive in college with 
important unmet needs for social participation. Extensive par 
tictpalion in college activities may undermine a student's abil 
ity to complete needed academic obligations. 

Clearly, these findings suggest that there are common 
underlying processes in the persist, -nee decisions of the dis 
abled and the nondisabled. Future research using causal meth 
odology and multi institutional data sets, informed by a the 
oretical perspective, is surely needed and will illumiiv- e our 
understanding of the impact of disabilities on the relations 
between college environment and disabled students. 

Summary 7 and Retrospective 

We understand this emerging and still underdeveloped body 
of knowledge as underscoring the centrality of active student 
involvement on campus and in the classroom The literature 
is consistent with that derived from the theoretical traditions 
of Pace. Pascarella. Tint< >. and Aslin in thai it minimizes the 
contribution of any personal student characteristics to college 
outcomes. It further illustrates the importance of examining 
the interaction of background characteristics w ith the college 
environment and student behavior. Both students and insti 
unions have mutual obligations to one another. The literature 
reminds us that ethnicity, gender, age. disability, and other 
personal attributes do not present an insurmountable barrier 
to satisfactory college outcomes. 

Institute ins hav e an ( >bligati< >n t< > pr( >motc a c limate that 
facilitates student involvement and interaction, students must 
be responsible partners with colleges and extend themselves 
to take advantage of the opportunities that are offered. 
Through encounters with each other, faculty, staff, unci the 
curriculum, a sense of mutuality and community c an be 
devek >pcd. 

As this counirv struggles low aid s< >me still unclear recon 
c iliatu mi w ith i mi past and scare lies It tr the lusis ol lu >pe lor 
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the future w hen we deal with issues of race, gender, class, 
and ability, we stroke wounds that have not yet been bound 
up. In our desire for knowledge, our use of methods such 
as causal modeling and large scale aggregate statistics may 
seem to distance us from people. As Parker Palmer cautions 
us. if our passion to know springs from mere "amoral curi 
osity" or from a thirst for power over others, that knowledge 
ultimately will poison us and salt our enterprise ( 1983). 

>Xe must keep in mind that compassion for our students 
and love of our enterprise require conflict and the vigorous 
discourse that accompanies the search for truth both individ 
ual and collective. Our students must become our partners 
in that search. The research base that we have reviewed sug- 
gests that all students, irrespective of their backgrounds, can 
and do learn on our campuses and in our classrooms //they 
take responsibility for their own behavior within the context 
of an institution that actively promotes student involvement 
in learning. 




COLLEGE ENVIRON MENT 



( hviit >( /" * *Is arc little >*' iciettes. 
II. Pickling 

In this section wv will ionsider the interrelationship between 
the college environment. \\ hm students do while enrolled, 
and college outcomes In describing iho characteristics oi a 
college or university . two broad and complementary sets ot 
features must be considered l : irsi. a college can be described 
physicalh. organizationally, and demographieally. What is its 
size" K it a residential or commuter school? What are the 
gender and racial compositions'' These are the tormal and 
readiK quantified iharacicrisilcs of an institution, but there 
are other factors too l ; or instance, if all you knew about a per 
son was height, coloi ol hair, and age. you would know very 
link* about that peison as an individual. To understand what 
makes people tick, one has to understand their psychological 
makeup, \alucs. altitudes, and personality. So it is with 
insiituiK >ns 

The set ond feature that must be accounted for in describing 
an institution is its jww hologu tl or cultural teel. While this 
institutional iluraticristic is no less important than its demo 
graph u leatures. it is more dillu nil to define and measure 
quanmauu'K \\\ led. we icier to the important psycho 
logical dimension \ >\ an institution's climate. N the campus 
open and .uvessihle in a human sense, or do people leel al 
iciutcd and diso -niK-aed' \ic students transients on the cam 
pus' I )o i.u ult v leel a sense ot community'' Finally* is the di 
mate i 'lie th.it oimmunuates a sense of purpose. or is there 
.1 <.ai oplit >n\ « il m m es or w> use. simpK a silence concerning 
the laiger missu m « A the institution' 

While theie ma\ be moonneition between a person's char 
auei and phvsual leatures. lor institutions there is a. link 
between iiw foimal i haraoeristics and its character or psy 
i hole igu al hvi Mi ^ »s w Ik > inlluciu eel IMi e s thinking on t ic 
loie nl tin i * •lleuiate e; i\ iionnient. suggests that the college 
em 11 * ■mnenl ■ 1 'iisists . >l ihiee interacting building blocks 
< pr«o I'liesi- aie the I i phxsu al auaiigements ol the campus 
j ) , ng.nu.'.iin >nal kut» «is iiu lading si/e. governance sysien ■. 
aiuliesoui.es and ^» the human aggiegate The human 
aguieuate. .in be i (Misuleied the lolLiiiu- norms ol'ihe insli 
tutu hi Is it a pait\ m hoop I )o siudetUs sukIx on weekends' 
1 )o students aitivch paitn ipate m i ampus organizations? l)o 
lauiln have .in open do. .i polu\ with regard to students, or 
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do students make appointments a week in advance? This nor- 
mative aspect of the college environment, reinforced by the 
physical arrangements and organizational features, creates 
a campus social climate through which individuals experience 
the college. Thus, the campus climate mediates and is shaped 
by the structural aspects of the collegiate environment." 

Pace. too. argues that the institution's environment or ethos 
is a shaping force and stimulus for student development 
( IST9). While affirming the importance of individual students' 
responsibility for their own efforts in learning. Pace argues 
that "environmental characteristics make up the institutional 
context and the stimulus for the amount, scope, and quality 
of students' effort" (p. 12H). 

Astin's recognition of the importance of environment was 
marked at least as early as the 1%K publication of his book 
The College hjirintumwit. He reports the results of a survey 
of student activities at more than 200 colleges and universities 
and stresses the impact upon achievement related behaviors, 
sell esteem, and feelings of i.solation and alienation that may 
result from mismatches between the student and the envi- 
ronment. In this, he presages the work of Tinto with his 
emphasis on the importance of the degree of fit between the 
individual and the institution. In fact, while individual inte 
gration into the life of the institution largely determines out 
comes, it is "a person's normative and structural integration 
into the academic and social systems" that leads to retention 
and degree completion outcomes ( brs. p. % ). 

In his General Clausal Model of student development. Pas 
carella suggests both the mediating effects of the formal 
organizational characteristics (si/e. selectivity, percent res 
idential) of the environment and the institutional environment 
or culture ( P)SS ). For him. the college climate mediates the 
effect of college structure on the quality ol student effort as 
well as shapes the extent of student peer and student faculty 
interactions. 

The literature suggests that the college environment con 
sists ol two components, formal organizational c haracteristics 
and college culture Organ i/ational characteristics shape the 
soeial environment and are believed to affec t student behavior 
and. thus, college culture. In this section, we will follow the 
research evidence that links the c ollege c haracteristics and 
environment with student responsibility and college outcomes. 




Institutional Size 

In the aftermath of the .student demonstrations of the hue 
1960s. man\ in the academy were shocked at the extent of 
the breaeh between students and the collegium. In the search 
for an explanation, some turned to factors associated tvith the 
nature of the formal organization itself, especially its size and 
the potential for alienation that mass societies, in general, pro- 
duce. Clark, in a description of large research univ ersities, 
noted that while "technical data" and facts" might be taught 
en masse by "impersonal means/' the larger effects of edu- 
cation on the '"mind and character of students will be weak" 
( 1962). Hall and Kehoe. in a superb reflection on student 
unrest and its sociological causes, identify institutional size 
itself as the principal source of the rift between students and 
the academy ( 19" 1 ). As they say: 

To summarize, the Classification of the uuirersity produces 
tiro major trends that inhibit the educational process. The 
first is the impersonalization of the communication process 
in learning situations and the second is the reeducation 
of mot national support on the part of both students and 
family for the direct, iurolied exchange that learning 
demands {p. 66). ^ 

Thev recommend a series of reforms that are intended to 
create intervening structures that can mediate between the 
mass institution and the student and promote a sense of com 
munity and relatedness among members of the university, 
rnlbrtunaiely for the academy, the changes they hoped to 
promote were never instituted on a large scale. Indeed, they 
conclude their article on a somewhat pessimistic note. They 
j.T.ply that short term changes that haw been adopted in 
response to the student protests of the 1960s haw not resulted 
in substantive institutional change m structure or in the value 
system of the university. 

In a similar vein, smith and IWnstein. in the book The 
Impersonal ( ampus. suggest that t< > pn ivide a high quality 
undergraduate educational expeiience. most public colleges 
and universities haw simply become too large ( I9"*9). They 
also advocate tr\ ing » >ut a range of intermediate structures 
and services that are intended to reintegrate students within 
the bod\ of the academy. Their recommendations for the 
establishment of mediating structures, such as cluster colleges 
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and other smaller scale or human scale integrative < >pp« »rtu 
nities. are well grounded in experience and theory 

What does tile research on the effect til" si/e on college out 
comes indicate? In an 1 1 institution suru'x of more than J .000 
freshmen. Pascarella and Chapman found that in a series of 
path analytic models, the effect ol" institutional sj/e on per 
sistence in college was relatively slight and indirect through 
its effect on academic and social integration < IOS^j Chapman 
and Pascarella. in a subsec|U'*nt detailed reanalysis of the 
multi institutional data set used h\ Pascaivila and Chapman 
( 1^3 ). report that institutional si/e ac c ouuts foi < mlv a slight 
proportion of variation in students" academic and social inte 
g rat ion Further, at large institutions rather than smaller 
sc hools, students tend to report greater use ol campus hased 
opportunities ft >r social eiH < mnters. t "nf< >rtunatclv. however, 
si/.e also appears to inhibit intei.u tit >n \\ ;ih facultv . both b\ 
distancing students and faculty in informal out oi\ lass inter 
actions and in more formal academic matters as well 

Institutional si/c*. however, dues inlluciu e student affcttivc 
development. Astin. in his massnc analysis < if c'IKP data col 
levied at more than juo institutions, reports that institutional 
si/e exetis substantial, largely negative but indirect effects 
on student affective development, the percept i< hi that hu tilt\ 
care about students, and general satisfaction with the quality 
of instruction t l ( >°3 ) I nfortunatcly. si/c appeals u > p< »siti\el\ 
affect a student's view that the on|\ purpose c >U « >llegc is to 
increase one's economic well being and that the indi\ idual 
can eh > little u > c hange s< k ictv 

The literature appeals n insistent and suggests that msu 
tutional si/e docs exert a small and negative but icliable. 
indirec t ellec t » »n the j >n »peiisH\ of "indents uul lai ultv to 
engage one am »ther an >und .u ademu iwu-s I'lirthei . thiough 
its tendency to isolate students, institutional si/ei.tn interfere 
in the creaiu >n < if' a c hmate i ir cth< >s w hu h supp< »rts suideni 
responsibility and thus uiidermines academic ac hiexement. 
student clcvclt ipment. and relent i» »n \ line » >l inquiry w hie h 
parallels and is confounded h\ sia- is the- ellee t » >t institutional 
type on college outcomes 

Institutional Type 

It is apparent that institutions with their di I feting nijssn his. 
facilities, and c ollcc tiv c pasts K » >n\e\ to stude nts and lac ult\ 
dillerent sets c ifcvpce tat ions and thus hav e a diMuu i c ultuial 
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feel. The first question that arises, then, is how arc institutional 
types defined? In the literature, institutions haw been mapped 
by gender (male and female institutions), race (historically 
black colleges. Native American colleges), and religious affil- 
iation (Catholic, Protestant, Baptist, Jewish). We also might 
consider public and private secular institutions as a typologies 
dimension. Within the context of student responsibility, two 
typologies are especially pertinent: one that examines insti- 
tutional type by Carnegie classification (research, doctoral, 
comprehensive, selective, and general liberal arts, community 
college) and the other, which examines institutional typo by 
the location modal residence of the students (commuter 
residential ). 

Pace, in the book Ihc I'Htlvr&raducites. presents a descrip- 
tive comparison of the responses of more than 2S.000 under 
graduates enrolled at " T 4 colleges and universities nationwide 
( 1990). These students completed the College Student Kxpe 
riences Questionnaire (CSEQ) during the years 1983 to 1986. 
From this large but nonrundon. sampling. Pace disaggregated 
student responses by Carnegie type and examined, by insti 
lulional type, the ways in which students engaged in activities. 
When students go to college, do they engage in a common 
core of activities which center around scholarly and intellec 
lual activities and informal interpersonal activ ities? Pace found 
that at least 90 percent of all students interacted with faculty , 
look notes, thought about learning applications, and had con 
versalions with students of different backgrounds about music, 
popular culture, course work, and the comments of professors. 

Pace also \ounCi that students at liberal arts institutions dif 
fered from those at other types of institutions. In nearly all 
cases, it was the selective liberal arts colleges that reported 
the highest levels of participation in a wide range of academic 
and social activ ities. Hie students at research and doctoral 
universities reported the lowest rates of high quality partic- 
ipation in academic and peer activities. Indeed. Pace argues 
thai at those institutions which enroll the vast majority of 
American college students ( research, doctoral, and compre 
hensive institutions), there is very little variation in the beha\ 
ior of students. It is only within tin selective liberal arts col 
leges that student participation reaches a noticeably different 
and h.gher level. 

Another study of the impact of college type on student 
activity also made use ol student responses to the CM\( V ) 
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(Haiu! IWm. Baird used data collected at .soon doctoral uni 
veisities. tour comprehensive colleges, six selective liberal 
arts o>lk*gc.s. 12 general liberal arts colleges, and 13 commu 
nitv colleges. II is findings eon firm those report eu! by Pace, 
in which b«>lh selective and general liberal arts college stu 
dents reported the highest engagement in social and aca 
demk activities ( I WO). Of interest was the strong invoke 
nient of community college students in writing activities and 
vet very limited involvement in college activities outside of 
the formal classroom setting. f-xcept lor the liberal arts stu 
dents, much of what has been considered involvement in the 
general life of tlu- campus appears limited. 

I nfortunau'lv . the possible confounding effect of residency 
on institutional type was not addressed either bv Pace ( 1W0) 
or baud < I wo I. It might be that the distinctive effects found 
in these studies for the liberal arts institutions could be 
,k counted tor bv student opportunities for involvement, rather 
than to the type of institution. 

iMs^irella and Chapman ( NsH ) and Chapman and Pasca 
reiki t l l >s^ » nu lude measures <»f institutional type and com 
muter status ( tw( \ year c ommuter. four year commuter, four 
year residential ) in their path analytic study of retention at 
1 I post secondary institutions. Of interest is their finding that 
at residential institutions, persistence was directly affected 
bv soual engagement, but in two and four year commuter 
sett i Pigs, academic integration was indirectly related to per 
sistem e through its direct effects on institutional commitment. 
That is. at commuter institutions, those students who persisted 
did s( » because their lies to the c t >llegc were strengthened 
in the classic x >m setting. 

\ turther finding c< Mucins the r< >le of indiv idual student 
background variables such as se\. age. and class. At the res 
idential four year institute his. the effect ot these fac tors on 
persistence was indirect and largclv mediated by social inte 
gration. At the two and tour vear commuter institutions, these 
backgrouikl factors exerted a direc t and unmediated effect 
on persistenc e 1 These tindings suggest that commuter schools, 
especially those (hat fail to develop mediating soc ial networks 
lor their c onimuter students, mav intact simplv "pass 
thiough" their students w ithout affecting them in any sub 
Manual wav ( ommutei students, espec iallv those Irom dis 
advantage -d b.u kgrounck who do not partu ipate in potentially 
mediating < nit i >t c lass s< k ial c < >nt.u ts w ith peers and fac ultv 




ultimately may not learn how to take lull advantage of all the 
college offers, particularly in the area of personal develop 
ment. Perhaps the high levels < >f participation reported by 
Pace ( IWO) and Baird ( IWu ) may he aaributcd to the social 
mediation available to residential studeivs In smaller, more 
personal institutional contexts 

If, as we hav e seen, the nature of the commuter experience 
limits the impact that an institution has on students and places 
a premium on the contact thai commuter students enjoy in 
the classroom, then we should consider a line of research that 
has developed around the commuter experience and com 
muter institution. 

Residential and Commuter Institutions 

Two of the earliest large scale national studies that sought to 
untangle the mix of institutional type, residency status, and 
student background were by Chickering and Kupcr ( bri ) 
and Astin ( Focusing on 13 liberal arts colleges some 

predominantly residential, others predominantly commuter 
Chickering and Kupcr important differences in the 

backgrounds of commuter and residential students. It was 
the great divide between the haves and the have nois. Parents 
of residential students were wealthier and their children had 
belter high school grades, higher aspirations, higher test 
scores, broader interests, and broader nurposes in their rea 
sons for pursuing a college degree. The effect ol residency 
or commuter status was to exaggerate rather than to reduce 
the initial background differences Citing the Bible. Chickering 
and Kupcr say "to them who had more, was given: from them 
who had less, was taken away ( p. I s *) I Arguing from a dcv el 
opmental perspective. Chickering and Kupcr speculate that 
dormitorv living provides students with challenges for inde 
pendent living that cannot be met by living at home. They 
further argue that campus residential situations can serve as 
intermediating units between the college, the external "estab 
lishment." and the student. These residential units and "the 
cultures they represent are the piincipal developmental agents 
lor college students" ( p. 2W) 

Astin reports a series of multiple regression analyses ol C1KP 
data collected between and l i r<> on more than 2^.000 
students at 213 institutions ( PP3 ). I lis lindings confirm those 
of Chickering and Kupcr concerning the positive cfl'cct of dor 
mitorv h\ ing i >n ictention Kecogni/ing the u>ntounding ol 




institutional type with residency status. Astin analyzed insti- 
tutional type and residency status and found that at four year 
colleges and universities, the chance of degree completion 
in four years is enhanced by leasing home. In two-year col- 
leges, the completion rates were uniformly low regardless 
of w hether the student lived in a dorm, at home, or in a pri- 
vate residence. 

The findings of Astin ( 19"3) and Chickering and Kuper 
were confirmed in a single institution study of older com- 
muter students enrolled at a large research university 
(Copland Wood 198S). In another study of older commuter 
students at six metropolitan (commuter) universities, Arnold 
el al. utilized CSt-Q data from more than 3.000 students 
( 1901 ). They were concerned with the relative contribution 
of environmental factors and student quality of effort factors 
in accounting lor student self reported gains. In most cases, 
the effect of age, while negatively related to gains, was slight, 
while perceptions of the environment exerted an effect at 
least as important. The most consistently potent factor in 
accounting for a range of personal, academic, and vocational 
gains was the effort that students put into their own studies 
and their interpersonal on campus relationships. 

Two studies made use of statistical models derived from 
Tinto's model of student withdrawal from college. In a path 
analytic stuck' of students enrolled at 11 two and four year 
institutions. Pascarelia and Chapman ( 1983) controlled for 
student background and institutional type. 'They found that 
living on campus had a direct and an indirect effect (through 
social integration) on persistence. For the commuter insti- 
tutions, naturally, the benefits of on campus residency were 
n< it available. In a recent causal analysis of the collegiate expe- 
rience of almost 1. 000 students enrolled at six metropolitan 
commuter institutions. Glover implemented a model of stu- 
dent gains using the Tinto constructs of academic and social 
integration ( 1992). In her analysis, student background char 
acteristics did not contribute directly to the model. Only the 
degree of a student's academic integration contributed to 
gains in general education. 

In retrospec t, the synthesis offered by Hall and Kehoe 
( bri ) and the carlv studies of Chickering and Astin appear 
to haw been confirmed by a consistent, though complex, se 
lies of subsequent studies. The formal features of a college, 
including its size, type, and residential character, appear to 
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exert a small bui consistent effect on student outcomes. Large 
sized institutions, without effective mediating units, and those 
that. offer little opportunity for out of class social interaction 
between students and peers and students and faculty, tend 
to be less efficacious in affecting positive student outcomes 
or retaining students to a timely degree completion. While 
it is clearly possible for students to obtain a satisfactory edu 
cation at these institutions, students who persist and expend 
high quality effort in their academic work are more likely than 
others to acquire a good education. This places a premium 
on developing within students the sense of responsibility for 
their own learning at just those schools at which the atmo 
sphere for doing so is the weakest. In the next section, we 
will examine the nature of institutional ethos or environment 
and its effect on student effort and responsibility. 

The College Environment 

Kach of the four principal theorists has emphasized the role 
tif college environment in enhancing student outcomes. For 
Pace, the college environment encompasses the physical 
arrangements that contribute to student participation as well 
as the role that the campus ethos plays in shaping students' 
efforts. Thus, the campus environment is the sum of its per 
ceived atmosphere. This atmosphere either can promote stu 
dent effort or discourage students from investing themselves 
in the life of the campus. In Tinto's model of student reten 
lion, satisfactory college outcomes occur when, over time and 
through countless repetitive encounters with the social and 
academic features of the campus, an individual's sense of 
belonging or commitment loan institution is strengthened 
or degraded. Institutional commitment then is a central causal 
component in his model. 

Tinio ( ) reasons thai central to his model of student 
withdrawal is "the notion that perceptions of reality have real 
effects on the observer ... it is the perceptions of the indi 
vidual that are important' (p. W). The level of belonging that 
a student experiences subsequently affects the student's com 
mitment to a specific college and generally affects the desire 
it) press on to degree completion. In I discard la's model, the 
institution s environment may indirectly affect college out 
comes through its shaping effect on the quality of student 
effort and the frequency and quality of faculty and peer inter 
actions with students. The nature of the campus environment. 
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in turn, is shaped by the formal features of the college (size, 
type, percent residential, selectivity) and the backgrounds 
of the students who are admitted. In Astin's theory of student 
involvement, institutional policies and practices are shaped 
by the extent to which they promote students" involvement 
in their studies 

F.ach of these theorists sees a facilitating role for the campus 
environment. A crucial feature of each of these varied but 
related approaches is the students" sense or perception that 
they are in a place that supports learning in general and their 
personal learning and growth in particular. The term "envi 
ronment " or "ethos." is a very broad construct. It may refer 
to the physical, social, organizational, c ultural. or psycholog 
ical properties of a college or university. Baird. in his thor- 
ough review of the literature on college environments, sug- 
gests that they may be studied in four ways: dcmographically. 
perceptually, bchaviorally. and through a combination of the 
preceding three methods. 

For the purposes of this review", the aspect of the environ 
ment that appears to have been most important in understand- 
ing the link between what the college offers and student 
responsibility is the psychological feel or climate of the cam 
pus. Thh" psychological dimension typically has been ad 
dressed lis a perceptual phenomena and has been studied 
through student and faculty responses to questionnaire items. 
That is. the institution is crucial in accounting for student out 
comes. One important adv antage of regarding the college 
environment as a perceptual phenomena, amenable to paper 
and pencil questionnaire type descriptions, is that the result 
ing quantitative descriptions are incorporated readily into the 
regression and causal modeling approaches that we have pre 
viously re\ iewed. 

The aspect of the perceptual environment that we will 
examine is the students' perceptions that they "fit" into the 
college environment. If students' goals can be realized, then 
the em ironment is generally supportive of their development. 
This sense of fit. belonging, or integration is an important ele 
ment in affecting the quality of students' efforts and shapes 
the extent and nature of students" encounters with faculty and 
peers. 

Institutional and Individual Fit 

The concept ol "fit" has a long history in psychology One 
line of research concerning the impact of the college en\i 




ronment on student behavior and ultimately college outcomes 
follow s from Tinto's use of the "fit" construct in the college 
context. Citing Rootman { brj ), Tinto argues that voluntary 
withdrawal from college can be seen as the cumulative strain 
produced by a lack of "person role" fit between the student 
and the normative academic and social expectations of the 
institution. This cumulative strain erodes an individual's com 
miimeni and loyalty to the college and ultimately leads to 
withdrawal. 

'Iypical of this work is a study by Pasearella and Chapman 
( I9S3), who conducted a multi institutional path analytic 
study of student persistence. Their findings affirm the cen 
tralily of institutional commitment on persistence at four year 
commuter and residential institutions and at two year colleges. 
Of interest was their finding that at the residential four-year 
.schools, institutional loyalty was largely affected by a student's 
social integration, while at the commuter campuses, commit- 
ment was influenced primarily by academic integration. 

As a follow up to the differential findings for commuter and 
residential institutions. Pasearella. Duby. and Iverson ( 
conducted a longitudinal path analytic study of 269 freshmen 
enrolled at a large urban, commuter, doctoral institution. Their 
findings confirm the role that academic integration plays in 
shaping institutional commitment. However, in this single 
institution study, institutional commitment did not have a sig 
nificant effect on persistence decisions at the end of the fresh 
man year. These findings again w ere confirmed by Glover 
( PJoj i who. using a data set based on responses it) Pace's 
Csl-( v ), implemented Tinto's model of persistence at six com 
muter institutions. I sing causal modeling techniques, she 
found that the only significant c< >niribuu>r to institutional com 
mitment was the degree of smdeni academic integration. 
Tnlike Pasearella. Duby. and Iverson ( Glover found 

that commitment significantly affected students' self reported 
gains in general education, although to a much lesser extent 
than did academic integration Teren/ini and Wright ( IW""). 
using an abridged version of Tinto's model, also report i.iat 
the impact of academic integration is a crucial feature in 
rctentu >n. 

Another line of research developed separately from that 
of Tinto but consistent with his thinking was advanced by 
John bean < NKU). bean's thinking was informed by studies 
of Hunt »\er in (be workplace. At that time bean, using causal 
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modeling and data collected at a major Midwestern university 
with more than 1.000 freshmen, defined a variable termed 
"institutional commitment." Specifically. Bean described it 
as "the degree of loyalty toward membership in an organi- 
zation." Results of the analysis indicated that for both men 
and women, institutional commitment was the single most 
important variable in accounting for persistence. 

In an attempt to untangle the interrelationship between 
students' performance in college and their satisfaction with 
college. Bean and Bradley conducted a secondary analysis 
of student data collected at a single institution ( 1986). One 
of the key variables in the model was institutional fit. which 
was defined by a series of items tapping a student "s sense of 
belonging at the university. They found that satisfaction vith 
being a student had a greater influence on performance (GPA) 
than did performance on satisfaction. That is. GPA did not 
haw as great an influence on satisfaction as satisfaction did 
on GPA. Institutional fit was found to be the single most 
important predictor of satisfaction for women and the third 
best predictor for men. Thus college loyalty is related to the 
satisfaction that students derive from being students, and this, 
in turn, affects performance. 

While the work of Tinto and Bean are complementary, it 
remained for Cabrera et al. to demonstrate the empirical con 
vergence of these two approaches ( 1992). Of interest to us 
is their examination of Tinins institutional commitment con- 
struct and Bean's institutional fit construct. I 'sing causal mod- 
eling mcihodology and data derived from traditional aged 
students at a single institution, they tested the efficacy of each 
construct separately and then the overlap between the two 
in a third analysis. They report a strong correlation between 
the two constructs (r = "9). and a model that examined the 
equality of the constructs proved highly satisfactory. 

Pace has provided an important perspective in understand- 
ing the role of fit between the individual and the campus 
( I9S i ). 1 le suggests that students who perceive their envi 
ron met U to be friendly, congenial, open, accessible, and sup 
portive are more likely to be satisfied with their experience 
than students who sense that the campus community is closed 
to them. Further. Pace suggests that when congruency or 
person cinironmcnt fit exists, students are more likely to 
achie\e their academic and social objectives for coming to 
college 




Pace has expressed his views about the environment in the 
form of rating scales which are part of the CSEQ ( 198-4). Two 
major constructs are defined: the relational environment, 
which includes a student's perception of the accessibility of 
faculty and administrators and the friendliness of other stu 
dents, and the mission or purpose of the college, either schol 
arly. aesthetically, or vocationally oriented. These two aspects 
of the environment (relational and mission ) constitute the 
ethos of the campus, and individuals who fit the emphasis 
of a campus are more likely to be supported in their learning 
and development. 

As part of the normative study of the CSKQ, Face reports 
on the relative contribution perception of the environment 
makes in predicting self reported student gains in a large, 
multi institutional data set ( 1982 ). Across four types of gains, 
student perception of environment makes a small but signif 
ieant contribution. In each regression analysis, environment 
measure accounted for a small proportion of the variation 
in the gain measure. Of course, the largest single contributor 
was the quality of effort students put into their work. Pace 
reports an analysis of the environment scales by institutional 
type in the CSEQ manual ( 1 98 4 ). Liberal arts institutions are 
more likely than either doctoral universities or public, com- 
prehensive colleges to report large proportions of students 
who perceive the climate as accessible and supportive of 
scholarly and intellectual activities. The public, comprehensive 
institutions and the less selective, general liberal arts colleges 
are more likely to emphasize vocational competence for their 
students. 

In a study of student quality of effort and institutional envi 
ronment at six selected metropolitan universities. Arnold et 
aL, using multiple regression, found that a positive interper 
sonal climate contributed in a small but significant way to stu 
dent gains in personal development, general education, and 
vocational preparation ( 1991 ). The perceived emphasis on 
scholarly activities contributed to gains in all areas other than 
vocational preparedness. The perceived emphasis on voca 
tional skills contributed most heav ily to self reported gains 
in vocational preparation. An effort by Mcneke. Sahoo, and 
Kroe, using causal modeling procedures in a pilot study of 
retention at a large doctoral institution, found that Pace's rela 
tional environment items, drawn from the CSHQ, were pus 
itively related to student involvement for male students ( 1988). 
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In a study to apply and develop Pace's general model of 
student outcomes. Davis and Munell ( IWj ) employed causal 
modeling procedures on a large sample of .students drawn 
from Kuh ei. al.'s Involving Colleges" study ( 1991 ). Like 
Arnold el. a!., this study was not designed to examine the 
effects of institutional demographies ( si/.e. type, percent res 
idemial ) on students" perceptions of the environment. Rather, 
it examined the manner in which student background, per- 
ceived institutional climate, and student effort interacted to 
affect student gains. They found that the perceived institu 
tional environment exerted an important shaping effect on 
all the model's components. They concluded that a faciiiUUive 
environment favorably shapes perceptions of other aspects 
of the institution's mission (scholarly and vocational) and 
facilitates student responsibility as well. A supportive envi 
ronment had a direct and indirect impact on learning, devel 
opment. and vocational preparedness. Knvironmont led to 
important direct effects on students' academic and social 
effort. ITfori. in turn, was the most important contributor to 
self reported outcomes. 

Qualitative Approaches 

Before closing this section on college en\ ironment. we need 
it) join with others (Tinto 19s"; Teren/ini and Pascarclla 1990; 
Pascarella 1991 ) in welcoming qualitative studies of how stu 
dents from various backgrounds perceive the college envi 
ronment and. in turn, work to achieve their collegiate goals. 
Over the last 10 years and especially the last live, some excel 
lent descriptions of colleges as cultural entities have been 
written. No doubt this approach will continue to bear fruit 
in the future ( Horowitz Id Kuh and Whin 19SS; Masland 
19SS; Moffatt 1991 ). These descriptions provide much lex* lire 
and offer rich, often powerful, images of the college expe 
Hence. Two such qualitative studies offer important examples 
of the way in which qualitative approaches, informed by th.* 
ories of college outcomes, can enrich our understanding of 
the collegiate experience for students 

George Kuh and his associates present the results of 
hundreds of interviews with students, faculty, and campus 
administrators at I \ diverse institutions nominated as "Invok- 
ing Colleges'" ( 1991 ). Their perspective was informed by the 
work of Pace. Aslin. Pasc arella. and Tinto The findings empba 
si/e the importance of focusing on creating distinct t\e insti 



tutionul contexts that cmphasi/e the importance of student 
rcspi Misihiliiy and initiative 

A narrower hut more focused study of the influence of stu 
dent perceptions on social integration sought to test Tinto's 
model of student departure. Christie and Dinham interviewed 

full lime freshman students at a single large research uni 
versitv ( IW1 ). Of those 2S students, four withdrew from col 
lege. The findings, following Tinto. confirmed the importance 
of social integration in retention decisions. Of note, however, 
was the importance of external influences on students' ability 
to become integrated. The findings highlight the importance 
of high school friends and family in limiting time spent on 
campus and thus interfering with the ability of students to 
fit in and make the transition to college life. This alienation 
from a college circle may contribute to a sense of social iso 
lation and thus erode a student's commitment- to complete 
coursewoik. Clearly, this study is consistent with previous 
quantitative research and forces us to think deeply about the 
importance of noncollegiate influences on degree 
completion. 



It would be 
easy to believe 
that our lack 
of success 
lies not in 
ourselves 
but in our 
environment — 
that is, our 
organizations, 
leaders, or 
society. 



Summary' and Retrospective 

In concluding this section, it is appropriate to look back and 
reflect on what has passed. The college environment can be 
understood to consist of two components: the first defined 
by the formal demographic features of the instkation and the 
second by the individual student's sense of belonging or fit 
within the institution The demographic features, especially 
large institutional si/e and commuter context, exert a small 
but inhibitory effect on student outcomes. The absence of 
smaller stale spaces, either psychological or physical, may 
contribute to a sense of anomie in w hich the individual can 
find no like minded comrades with whom to share the college 
passage. The latter, psychological feel of the campus, espe 
cialK the sense of a good fit between the school and the indi 
vidual. uin facilitate positive student outcomes such as per 
sisteme aikUan promote a climate in which students are 
willing to involve themselves in their academic work. 

It would be easy to believe that our lack of success lies not 
in ourselves but in our environment that is, our organi/a 
lions, leaders, or society The good news for campus admin 
Ktral<»s is that research suggests campus environment can 
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environments— supportive of learning and learners— are 
created. The good news for students is that they can achieve 
their personal and academic goals if they take some respon- 
sibility. The most important factor that affects student learning 
is what the student does. The environment may shape or press 
an individual, but it does not determine college outcomes. 
Determination of college outcomes lies with faculty and 
administrators but, most of all, with students. 
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COLLEGE OUTCOMES 



What battle was ever won without an effort? What great 

act achieved without resolution? 

Helme 

In the preceding sections we have examined the contribution 
that individual student characteristics make to the outcomes 
of college, and we have reviewed the effect of the college 
environment upon students. As a bread generality, what stu- 
dents bring to college in the form of their background is rel- 
atively unimportant in determining what they take from the 
experience. In the case of gender, it does affect the way in 
which they relate to the academic and social life of the campus. 

The formal features of the college environment— especially 
large sized, as we have seen— can exert a small but negative 
impact on a student's sense of belonging and thus inhibit 
involvement. Of some importance is the degree to which stu- 
dents perceive they fit in. That sense of connectedness or 
community may serve to promote satisfactory collegiate out^ 
comes such as retention, personal development, and intel- 
lectual gains. While the role of the collegiate environment 
appears to be more significant than student background in 
promoting college outcomes, neither exerts a decisive effect. 
As we will see in the next section, the factor that is overrid- 
ingly important in understanding why students do well or 
poorly in college is the extent to which they invest themselves 
in their college work. 

Tlnto and Pascarella: Integration and Interaction 

In this section we will approach the review of the evidence 
of the effect of student responsibility on positive college out- 
comes from the perspective of the major contributors to this 
conversation. The perspective of Tinto has been investigated 
by Pascarella and his colleagues and students. Pascarella s 
emphasis on the importance of student-faculty and student- 
peer interactions on college outcomes has grown from Tinto s 
academic and social integration constructs. For this reason, 
we will examine the research which followed from both of 
ihese theoretical approaches as a single body. 

Tinto makes a sharp distinction between academic and 
social integration ( 1975). He defines students' academic inte- 
gration as the congruence of development and intellectual 
expectations with the normative standards of the institution. 
Social integration is a congruence between an individuals 
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expectations for peer and faculty contact and support and an 
institution's standards for such support. Tinto notes that social 
interactions, especially those w ith faculty, are likely to pro- 
mote academic integration, 'finis, a students interactions with 
students and peers can either encourage or discourage aca- 
demic work. Vor Pascarella, the importance of student-faculty 
and student-peer interaction lies in the fact that these inter- 
actions can orient students to expected behavior at college. 
This, in turn, will promote or discourage the level of student 
effort and perhaps directly affect student outcomes as well. 
As these two complementary perspectives share a common 
research base, we will examine that base as a single bodv 

We have tabled selected research studies that deal with the 
role of student integration and student-faculty and student 
peer interaction. The studies were chosen for several reasons. 
Some were selected because they represent significant, 
ground breaking efforts. Most were selected because they lea 
lured strong methodologies-, others because they represented 
interesting findings or suggested new directions. We have 
focused on the most important findings and tabled only the 
most robust effects reported in the studies. 

Table 1 lists a consistent series of studies that emphasize 
the importanc e of academic and social integration and inter 
action with faculty and peers in college outcomes. Closer 
examination stiggests six other interesting findings which have 
implications for our understanding of the sometimes complex 
way in which student integration is tied to college outcomes 
as well as conducting future research in this area. 

TABLE 1 

Summary of Findings for Student Integration 



Study & Date 



Sample 



Analysis 



Principal Findings 
Independent Variables 
on Outcome Variables 



IMscarella 
and lercn/ini 



One university 
heshman 



Regression and 
discriminant 



Student faculty 
informal 

interaction on retention 



Teren/mi 
and Pascarella 
( 10— ) 



One university 
lieshnian 



NIANOYAund 
discriminant 



Academic and soci 
integration on 
persistence 



TABLE 1 (continued) 
Summary of Findings for Student Integration 



Study & Date 



Terenzim 
and Pasuuella 
( l WO) 



Pasiarella 
and Tcren/mi 

Munro 

'. ! l )Kl i 



Sample 



One university 
freshman 



One turn cisiiv 
licshnun 



National 
|(>m»iiiidinal 



Analysis 



Regression 



MCOYAand 
discriminant 



Path 
analvsis 



Principal Findings 
Independent Variables 
on Outcome Variables 

1 ) SAT and faculty 
discussion on academic 
performance 

2) Faculty discussion 
on intellectual 
development 

3 ) Peer interaction on 
personal development 

Student faculty 
relations on 
persistence 

Academic 
integration on 
persistence and insti 
lutional commitment 



Kndo 

and I larpel 
( PK2 ) 



One uni\ersit\ 
four year 
longitudinal 



Path 
anah'Ms 



Frequency of formal 
and informal faculty 
contact on personal, 
intellectual outcomes 
and satisfaction hut 
not on grades 



Pascarella. 
Duhv . hei son 
( p)X4) 

I'ascarella 
and leren/iw 
( p)X4) 



( )ne um\ersit\ 

Ireshman 

commuters 

One 1 uimersiu 

Ireshman 

residential 



Path 
analvsis 



Path 
anahsis 



Academic integration 
on persistence 

I ) Academic and social 
integration ( »n 
commitment <!<• 
persistence 
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TABLE 1 (continued) 
Summary of Findings for Student Integration 



Study & Date 



Pascarella 
and Chapman 
( 1983) 



Terenzini, 
Theophilides, and 
Lorang 
( 1984) 

VC'eidman ' 
(198S) 



Volkwein. King, 
and Terenzini 
(1986) 



Hearn 
( 198*7) 



Sample 



Commuter and 

residential 

two and four year 

institutions 

freshman 



Analysis 



Path 
analysis 



One selective 
university 
three year 
longitudinal 

One urban university 

low SES, 

female 

One university 

transfer 

students 



Two universities 



Regression 



Interviews 



Regression 



Stoecker, National 
Pascarella. and Woifle CIRP data 
(1988) longitudinal 



Path 
analysis 



Path 
analysis 



Principal Findings 
Independent Variables 
on Outcome Variables 

1) Academic and social 
integration on 
institutional commitment 
and degree commitment 

2) Institutional and 
degree commitment 
on persistence 

3) Social integration 
key for residential 

4) Academic integration 
key for commuter 

Classroom involvement 
in academic skill 
development 



Social integration 
important in minority 
persistence 

1 ) Classroom involvement 

on intellectual skill 

development 

2) Quality student 

faculty contact on aca 

demic content 

Academic performance 
on aspirations forgrad 
udate study 

Academic and social 
integration on 
persistence 
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TABLE 1 (continued) 
Summary of Findings for Student Integration 



Study & Date 



Sample 



Analysis 



Principal Findings 
Independent Variables 
on Outcome Variables 



Walleri and 
Peglow Hoch 
(1988) 



Glover 
(1992) 



One community 

college 

poorly 

prepared 

students 

Six commuter 

urban 

universities 



Interviews 



Causal 
modeling 



1) Faculty contact 
key in persistence 

2 ) Peer contact 
important in 
persistence 

1 ) Academic 
integration on 
institutional and degree 
commitment 

2) Gain in general 
education 



Mutter 
(1992) 



One large urban 

community 

college 



Regression 



First, we see in Tabic 1 a remarkably long, theoretically 
informed string of studies on the factors associated with stu- 
dent withdrawal. Over the last 15 years, our understanding 
of the role of student integration in a variety of settings with 
different student groups and different outcome measures has 
left us with a solid understanding of the importance of devel 
oping academic programs and practices which promote stu 
dent integration. 

Second, as we scan down the column marked "Sampler 
we are struck by the progression from single- institution stud 
ies with limited I general inability to multi-institutional, com- 
parative studies to those that make use of national data bases 
(C1RP, NLS-72). Thus, the state of the art in this field of study 
really places a premium on multi-institutional studies. Excep- 
tions to this, however, are those studies that break ground 
by attempting to test our generalities with different groups 
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1 ) Institutional 
commitment on 
persistence 

2) Academic integration 
on persistence 

3) Social integration 
of minimal influence 
on persistence 



of individuals or with little .studied institutional types, such 
as the community college. i ; or these. early studies may profit 
from initial single institution, "descriptive'" .studies, although 
we anticipate that stronger work w ill need to make use' of 
national data sets. And most recently, a set of studies exam 
ined the role of student integration in the communitv college 
setting and the status of underrcprcsented groups. 

Third, as with study samples, we observe some interesting 
developments in methodology, fitrly studies made use of 
regression and analysis of variance ( ANO\A ) designs. Mel ho 
dologically. the state of the art studies in this field now reg 
ularly make use of path models or structural equation models 
as a means of exploring the direct and indirect effects of theo 
retically derived variables on one another and < m college out 
comes. Of special interest is the recent use of qualitative, 
interv iew based studies. These may provide scholars and prac- 
titioners with a richly textured v ision of how students grow 
and learn. 

finally, in the column titled "Principal findings." we are 
struck with the consistency of the evidence that student faculty 
interaction and academic integration exert a direct and impor 
lam effect on persistence, intellectual and academic outcomes, 
and institutional loyalty. Peer relations appear to be important 
in enhancing persistence and personal development. These 
findings appear especially strong in commuter settings and 
the community college. Social integration appears t , play its 
strongest role in the residential institution, and the ev idence 
for its contribution in the commuter setting is mixed. Of 
course, these studies tell us about issues in current practice. 
Indeed, there is very little ev idence regarding the role that 
social integration might play in commuter settings if a con 
certcd effort was made to socially involve commuters and 
move them to active learning with peers and faculty. The 
existing studies describe how things are. not how they might 
become. 

Astin and Student Involvement 

Hie best single source of evidence concerning the importance 
ol student involvement in promoting positive collegiate out 
comes comes from Asttn's own massivr analvsis < if the 
national CWiV data set ( PXM) For Asun. siudcnt involvement 
is a broad but simpleton* ept Initially, he defined student 
involvement as ilu- "amount ol physnal and psu hologual 



energy that the student devotes to the academic experience" 
( 19Ki, p. l K r ). More recently, Am in has expanded this concept 
of involvement to include a range of practices that bring a 
student and college together. In his book IV 7w/ Matters in 
0>lh\i>e. -Vstin applies his I H O model ( input, environment, 
output) to the analysis of the longitudinal records ol more 
than 1 i.OOO students enrolled at literally hundreds of insti 
unions nationwide. FurAsiin. student involvement is an aspect 
of the environment, along w ith institutional practices, tacul 
ties, and peers. In his model using multiple regression analy 
sis, he accounts for student "input" characteristics first and 
then assesses the contribution that various student- involve 
ment behaviors make to college outcomes. Some ot the mea 
sures of involvement that are assessed include hours spent 
studying, participation in various programs, and contact with 
peers. Clearly, there is much conceptual overlap between 
.Vstin's student involvement theory and Tinto's concept of stu 
dent integration. Pascarella. in promoting the importance ot 
faculty and student peer interaction, also provides a theoret 
ical link ( ! 1 >kS) 

While .Vstin's analysis is far ranging, there are three areas 
of student involvement that are especially important for our 
purposes: involvement with other students, with faculty, and 
with work ( IW>. When students report dose, personal rela 
tionships with one or more faculty members, exemplified 
by the student as being a guest in a professor's home, assisting 
in teaching, or working on a research project with a faculty 
member, for example, a wide variety of positive outcomes 
follow. Student faculty contact i> correlated with student sat 
islaclion. college Gl'A. graduation, and enrollment in graduate 
school such interaction, even after controlling for most indi 
vidua! student differences, is positively associated with intel 
ieclual and pcist ma I growth. 

As with student faculty involvement, the involvement of 
students with one another around social and academic topics 
promotes a wide range ol positive outcomes, even after con 
trolling lor mam individual and institutional differences. 
When students help one anoihci on class projects, discuss 
assignments, partu ipate in sen ial organizations, or simply 
socialize with dillerent kinds of people, good things follow, 
students who are sociallv involved also make gains in general 
knowledge and intellei lual skills and tend lobe more sat 
istiedvvith their college experience ( )! special interest is the 
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finding that peer tutoring is strongly correlated with academic 
outcomes, including GRE scores. 

There are some kinds of Involvement, especially those 
which take students away from their studies or isolate them 
from the campus environment, that appear to have a negative 
effect on college outcomes. Asun reports that the single larg- 
est negative effect on degree completion is holding a full 
time or a part time job off campus ( 1993X Working has a neg- 
ative effect on other outcomes too, such as GPA, growth in 
cultural awareness, college satisfaction, and willingness to 
re enroll in college. The effects are apparent even after con- 
trolling for individual and institutional differences. Student 
commuting produces nearly the same strongly negative effects 
as holding a job off campus. These factors, prevalent at today's 
metropolitan universities, work to undermine the very goals 
for which students strive in attending college. Evidently, when 
compared with students without external obligations, employ- 
ment off campus and commuting to campus diminish the fre 
quency and strength of a student's involvement with faculty 
and peers. One is left to wonder if institutions do their stu 
dents a service bypromoting themselves as accessible without 
also clearly indicating that student obligations for involvement 
extend beyond mere appearances in classes. 

Pace and the Quality of Student Effort 

We have previously described Pace's theory of college 
impress. The theory's central feature, which accounts for col- 
lege student learning and development, is the quality of effort 
that students invest in their college experience. This includes 
taking advantage of the physical accommodations that the col- 
lege offers as well as participating in the academic and social 
life of the institution. The extent to which a student invests 
high quality of effort is marked by the time and depth of com- 
mitment a student gives to the college experience ( Pace 
19H2). Indeed, a unique feature of Pace's questionnaire is the 
assumption that all of the activities measured are voluntary. 
Each act presumes some initiative on the part of the student. 
This feature makes the concept of quality of effort and the 
CSEQ especially appropriate to our understanding of student 
responsibility. 

Pace s definition of effort is clearlv comparable to Astins 
definition < >f involvement as the investment of "physical and 
psychological energy" ( lWi). Pace's operationali/at ion of 
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quality of ef.ort, through the U scales of the CSEQ, encom 
passes Tintos academic and social integration construct as 
well as Pasearellas specification of effort and student faculty 
and peer interaction. In this overlap between the theories ol 
Tinto. Pascarella. Astin, and Face, we see a broader and uni 
fying construct which is students* responsibility for their own 
learning. makes Pace's contribution unique is his their 
ough description of what constitutes responsible student 
behavior. 

As discussed previously, Appendix I contains a description 
of the 14 quality of effort scales which collectively describe 
what is meant by student responsibility. 

Unfortunately, as Pascarella and Teren/.ini note, relatively 
few published studies have utilized the CSEQ in studying the 
manner in which student effort works to achieve student 
learning and development ( 1991). The fullest use of the CSHQ 
and the concept of quality of effort has been made by 
hundreds of colleges across the country. These institutions' 
purposes and findings have largely been directed at resolving 
local problems. For example, Pace describes the use of the 
CSEQ at four separate colleges and universities as a tool in 
accreditation self study processes ( 19H8). Other uses include 
special studies for particular local groups: use as a tool in 
improving student retention and the quality of student lite: 
facilitating discussion on campuses about teaching and learn 
ing; and as a contributing element in institutional renewal. 
Another example of local use was presented by Pace in a sym 
posium convened at the 1992 meeting of the Association for 
the Studv of Higher Education. The symposium featured four 
longitudinal studies completed at different institutions. Each 
of the four institutions made u>e of the CSEQ in a lest retest 
situation for distinctly local purposes. 

An example of a single institutional application of the CsEQ 
is provided by Elannelly in which two freshman and senior 
classes at the I diversity of North Can >lina were surveyed 
using the CSHQ for the purpose of describing "student pro 
gress here at the uni\ersiiy" ( 1990). Their findings suggested 
that high levels of student faculty contact coincided with 
strong student quality of effort, and that student achic\cment 
and development appeared to follow from high levels of slu 
dent effort. 

We believe that a si/cable, iugit e literature regarding stu 
dent effort has been accumulated by individual institutions 
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I'nlike the instrumentation liiai was developed to examine 
the theoretical constructs of'Tinto and Pascarella or the ele 
gant secondary analysis completed by Astin of CIRP data. 
Pace's CSUQ has largely been used for practical purposes. Per- 
haps one of the reasons the CSKQ has been so widely used 
is that the content of the instrument is so obviously related 
to learning and student development. 

Of the several published studies which do make use of the 
CSEQ. two are single institution inquiries that fail to control 
for individual differences. Stone and Strange administered 
the CSl-Q to a sample o\' 25H student athletes at a single, large. 
NCAA Division 1 A institution ( 1989). They found that gender 
was substantially unrelated to the quality of effort of student 
athletes. In fact, the athlete group differed in Only small ways 
from a nonathlete comparison group. In another single insti 
tutiona! study. Orv and Braskamp used the CSKQ to describe 
students enrolled in two special academic programs and to 
compare them with students enrolled in the regular auric 
ulum ( 19ScS ). The two special programs were an honors pro 
gram and a "transition" program designed for disadvantaged 
students. 

Csing one way AXOVA anil pairwi.se correlation procedures, 
the researchers concluded that the honors group showed a 
greater level of effort than the other groups and reported mak 
ing greater academic anil personal social gains. Noteworthv 
was the finding that both special program groups ( honors 
and transition ) "appeared to get more for their effort than 
diil the regular students" ( p. 12S). They conclude that the 
distinctive environment and unique opportunities for learning 
of these two special programs may have led to stronger active 
participation in the college experience and thus greater self 
reported gains. 

Two studies which do make use of mult i institutional data 
sets and multivariate analytical procedures are those offered 
by Arnold el al. ( 1991 ) and Davis and Murrell ( 1993). Kach 
of these studies has made use of the CSKQ data base main 
tained by Pace at I 'CIA's Center for the Study of Fval nation. 
Both studies focused on institutions with specific character 
istics. The former study included six metropolitan universities, 
and the latter I 1 "involving institutions." For both studies, 
a portion of the data was gathered under the auspic es of the 
College Fxpcriences Stud\ by Kith el al. ( IWI ). 

Arnold el al. ( W \ ). using multiple regression analysis, 




included both individual student background characteristics 
and perceptions of the collegiate environment along with four 
measures of student effort to predict a variety of college gains. 
The I t quality of effort scales w ere reduced to four additive 
effort factor*. These factors were tilled academic effort niter 
personal effort, use of group facilities, and effort in science. 
Of the statistically significant relationships, those with the iarg 
est standardized beta weights for each gain measure included: 

• Interpersonal effort and facilities use affected gains in per 
sonal development: 

• Kflbri in science and affected gains in science and 
technology: 

• Interpersonal and academic effort affected gains in gen 
era I education: 

• Kflbn in science and academics affected gains in iniel 
leclual skills: and 

• 'Hie vocational environment of the institution and 
academic effort affected gains in vocational preparation. 

While institutional environment and the interaction effects 
of student age and enrollment status also were significant, 
their contribution to gains was relatively slight. Clearly, these 
results suggest that, for new majority students enrolled in met 
ropolitan universities, the strongest contributor to student out 
comes is the effort that students put into their own studies. 

landings reported b\ Davis and Murrell are consistent with 
those described above ( iwu I sing causal modeling proce 
duresihat allowed for the identification of direct and indirect 
effects, a model ot student outcomes was built on the basis 
of Pace's general theory 

Controlling for student ariables including sex. age. and 
familv background, the researchers found that academic effort 
made the strongest contribution to gains in general education. 
Social effort nude the strongest contribution to gains in per 
sonal and soual development, and academic effort and a gen 
erallv supportive relational environment made the strongest 
lontribunonsiogains in wn ational preparedness. 

While these two studies strongly support Pace's proposition 
that the uatalitv ot a student's effort is the most important lac 
tor in amounting lor student outcomes, they are limited in 
that the institutional samples used relied onlv certain kinds 
ot colleges Ihiee ol ihe most i oniprehensive studies ol the 
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impact of quality of effort on student outcomes were com- 
pleted by Pace, making use of the CSEQ data base accumu- 
lated at I'CLA ( 1982; 1984; 1990). In these studies, Pace used 
the normative data gathered in the process of instrument 
development and the subsequent accumulated data from col- 
leges and universities who used the CSEQ. 

Pace reports the results of two separate multiple-regression 
analyses of CSEQ data ( 1982; 1984). The results of the first 
analysis of data collected in 19 7 9 at 1 1 varied colleges and 
the second, conducted on data collected at eight additional 
institutions, are quite consistent. When student background, 
status, environment, and. finally, quality of effort variables 
were entered into the regression model in order, both analy- 
ses showed that the effort scales make a large contribution 
in accounting for student gains. This was true even after con- 
trolling for student background status, and environment. 
Effort was strongly related to gains in personal development, 
general education, and science, and moderately so for gains 
in general intellectual skills and vocational preparedness. Gen 
erally, these findings proved to be consistent with subsequent 
research which made use of the CSEQ. 

In the book The Undergraduates Pace makes use of a 
"breadth index." a construct which has great promise for 
theory testing research conducted with the CSEQ ( 1990). The 
breadth index represents by a single figure the extent of a 
student's college effort across all of the CSEQ's quality of 
effort scales. Breadth of effort has been defined as the "num- 
ber of areas of college experience in which a student \s quality 
of effort score is above average" (p. 115). As many students 
are nonresidential, if we exclude the scale that taps residency 
there are 13 quality of effort scales. A student who produces 
an above average level of effort in 10 of the 13 scales would 
haw a breadth score of 10. Similarly, a student who is 
involved in only three areas would have a breadth index of 
three. Now. it happens that not all students excel in all areas, 
nor do most students fail to exert effort in at least one or two 
areas. The distribution of breadth scores reported by Pace for 
more than 10,000 students enrolled at 33 various colleges is 
approximately normal. 

This concept of "breadth" captures the spirit of the college 
experience perhaps better than any other aggregate measure 
of effort. In analyzing the impact of breadth of effort on col 
lege gains. Pace presents a table that compares students with 
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low breadth scores (0 3) with those who have high breadth 
scores (9 13). In general, students with limited involvement 
across a range of areas report markedly lower gains across 
all areas academic, social, and vocational. Another analysis 
compares students with high and low breadth scores on col 
lege satisfaction. The differences between the two groups is 
vast. Of those with the highest breadth scores, more than 60 
percent report being very satisfied with their college expe 
rienee, while more than 30 percent of the students with the 
most limited breadth scores report being very or somewhat 
dissatisfied with their college experience. 

One of the features of the CSEQ that makes it a rich and 
powerful instalment for local institutional improvement 
efforts is the range and detail of the data that are provided 
bv each of the 14 quality of effort scales. However, for theory 
testing purposes, especially for regression and path analytic 
modeling, the sheer number of scales can be potentially dis 
trading from the central message of Pace's work. What is 
needed is an integrative measure of a student's level of cttort 
that can be used with other data provided, perhaps, by the 
CSEQ or mixed with data from other sources. For work ol this 
kind, the breadth index should be a measure of choice. 

Summary 

We see a marked similarity in the findings that have been 
derived from the work of Tinto, Pascarella, Astin. and Pace. 
We are reminded of Pascarella and Terenzini's observation 
that there is "a certain wholeness to the college experience" 
( 1991. p. 626). That wholeness is found in the balance of 
scxial and academic work that students who make positive 
gains in college appear to experience. The totality of the col 
lege experience includes elasswork, important mentoring ivla 
tions with faculty, and a peer group that shares and promotes 
the intellectual adventure that is college. Students who take 
the responsibility to invest themselves in this experience are 
rewarded. Institutions that promise students a college expe 
rienee for merely the price of tuition are making promises 
they cannot keep. 

Retrospective: Enhancing the College Experience 

The body of research we have reviewed represents one of 
the strongest and sustained accounts about what it takes to 
succeed in college. It speaks to students and those charged 
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with guiding our nation s colleges and universities. We know 
w hat is needed to enhance the college experience. 

In this review, we haw discussed the contributions of four 
theorists. Kach has provided a special perspective on the 
essentials as well as the details of college success. Robert Pace 
offers "college impress" and the quality of student effort. Vin- 
cent Tinto's ground breaking synthesis points us to student 
integration, both academic and social, as the driving force 
behind satisfactory college outcomes. Krnest Pascarella has 
given us a theoretically elegant model that allows us to exam- 
ine the impact of college, in general, and student faculty and 
student peer relations, in particular, on college outcomes. 
Finally. Alexander Astin has shown how involvement is the 
key to developing student talent. We take the collective offer 
ings of these theorists as a call for student responsibility arid 
an institutional obligation to develop practices that require 
and promote student invohement in the college experience. 

We haw tracked the methodological development of the 
stale of the art in this field. This base reflects the careful accu- 
mulation of knowledge collectively nurtured by litcrallv 
hundreds of people over a half century of lime. The research 
base is built around theoretically informed, strong national 
and nuilti institutional studies that lake advantage of multi 
variale statistical procedures. These techniques assisl us in 
establishing the generality of the findings as well as account 
ing lor individual student and institutional differences. 

We know that the effects of initial, individual student dif 
fcrcnecs on college outcomes are relatively slight and are 
largely mediated by the manner in w hich the student engages 
the college experience. In general, we are struck by the sim 
ilarities rather than the differences between student groups 
in the manner in which student effort and institutional context 
play out in affecting college outcomes. 

The college context has two elements: the structural lea 
lures of the organization ( si/e, type, character) and the cli 
mate or "ethos " Generally, structural features that tend to iso 
late students and promote an ethos ofanonymitv produce 
pt ior college < nitcomcs. College climates that are characterized 
b\ a strong sense of direct ion and care and those that build 
student invoKenient tend to promote favorable outcomes 
dire* ll\ and indirectly by promoting student facultv and 
student peer relations as well as establishing an expectation 
that students will behaw rcsponsibh Finally, the decisive 



81 



single factor in affecting college outcomes is the degree U) 
which students are integrated into the life of the campus, inte 
raci wsili faculty and peers, and become involved in their 
studies. 

In the next section we will examine some initiatives in col 
iVge programs and practices which respond to the directions 
indicated by the research literature. 
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Implications of Student Responsibility 

Responsibility's like a string we can only see the middle of 
Both ends are out of sight. 
William McFec 



/;/ dreams begin responsibilities. 
Delmore Schwartz 



The concept of student responsibility can serve as a central 
vision tor understanding and enhancing leaching and learning 
on college campuses. In this final section we will explore 
some of the implications of this concept for researchers as 
well as for administrators, faculty, and students. 

Implications for Inquiry 

We have seen in these pages the de\elopment of an idea. 'Ihe 
concept of student responsibility and its manifestation in stu- 
dent behavior, as central to the educational process, has 
evolved slowly over the last 2^ years. Through this time, our 
understanding of what makes for a successful collegiate expe 
rience has been informed increasingly by theory. Indeed, 
theory-guided research in higher education is the hey to 
advancing our understanding of this complex and changing 
field. It is only in retrospect that we can fully grasp the inv ■ 
lance of deliberate theory testing and systematic research 
informed by theory. What we now take as a strong body of 
common knowledge must have looked far less certain and 
incomplete to those beginning college outcomes studies of 
the late bn>s. 

Our institutions are complex, our students are diverse, and 
the number of contributing factors to college outcomes is 
great. Studies in our field must rely on large, multi 
institutional data sets and multi\ariate statistical approaches 
if we are to manage the difficulties attendant to "valid" and 
"generali/able" knowledge The day is long past when simple 
bivariatc correlation or ANOYA designs will allow us to 
advance our understanding in this field of study. We must con 
Untie to develop theory that w ill guide our knowledge of 
higher education through time. 

Ones selection of vaiiables reflects a sision of what is 
important in determining student outcomes. It is our belief 
that human deveh »pment and academic achievement in col 
lege can be satisfactorily accounted for if the social context 
and students ability and willingness to invest in their own 
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education are included in our calculations. A limiting and 
superficial focus on the impact of classificatory variables on 
outcome, without accounting for individual effort, social con 
text, or the complex process by which development occurs, 
impov erishes the research act and our understanding cf the 
way human beings learn and develop. 

Further work is needed which extends the principles of 
student responsibility to groups of .students that haw not been 
fully represented in past studies. We believe that subsequent 
research Will confirm the general importance of what students 
themselves do in accounting for collegiate outcomes. We see 
issues of student diversity as going bexond demographics to 
include individual different es in learning preferences, abilitw 
and behavior as well as the interaction effects of the environ 
ment with these individual characteristics. We believe that 
there is a strong need for research which acc ounts for other 
influences on college outcomes including institutional prac 
lices, gov ernance, culture, and context. The inc lusion of car 
iables such as campus culture, governanc e arrangements, lead 
crship style, and institutional type will enric h our under 
standing of the way in w hic h student responsibilitv c an be 
shaped by our practices. 

Finally, we offer a reminder that the quantitative paradigm 
has served us w ell in the advancement of our knowledge of 
institutional effect on student development. Through large, 
multi-institutional studies, using procedures that arc repli 
cable, we have been able to produce findings that are testable 
and generali/.able. Recently developed, sophisticated statistical 
methodology and computer capabi!it\ have enabled us to 
analyze data sets that previously would have been unwieldy. 
Ihe theory that has resulted from this work has provided a 
rational and empirical model to support our intuitive sense 
ol how student development incurs. 

Other methods that build on and augment this existing 
knowledge also will serve our collective enterprise. Narrative 
based approaches, used mindfully of what has occurred in 
the past, are nec essary to lease out the nuanc es and discern 
the subtleties that permeate the wide range < if individual dif 
feremvs found in today's college students It is hoped that 
these 'wo methodologies will complement eac h other to give 
us a more complete and accurate picture of the complex pro 
cess of the growth ol students as thc\ mo\c through our insti 
tut ions. The interplay of qualitamc and quantitative studies 



should enruh our understanding and give .shading and texture 
to the mosaic that is our student. 



Implications for Practice 

In this repou we have offered a definition of student respon 
sibilitv by describing what students should do to fully take 
advantage of w hat college has to offer. We have examined 
the context or web of elements that shape students* respon 
sibilit\ and thus college outcomes. Now is the lime to con 
sider recommendations for institutional .action that center 
around developing and sustaining responsible student invol 
vement in college life. In truth, we approach this task with 
considerable humililx. < Her the past decade there has been 
a steadx stream ol" rcu>mmcndalion> for institutional polio 
and practice that has centered around issues of student invol 
\ement. integration, active learning, student diversity, student 
effort, and resp< >nsihilit\ 

The earlv l^KOs saw a growing eoixcrn for the effectiveness 
of American higher education This concern initially found 
expression m a I > Department of education report authored 
by several of the most respected figures in the field. In lW-*. 
the National Institute of Hducation t Nil- J study group, under 
the chairmanship of Kenneth Mortimer, issued its lurulrement 
in /.earning report. Ten years ago the group warned that "the 
realities of student learning, curricular coherence, the quality 
of facilities, faculix morale, and academic standards no longer 
measure up to our expectations'" (p. S). We echo the report's 
central critique ol our institutions' "temptation toward goner 
atingthe maximum number ol student credit hours without 
regard to the qualitx of learning" t p. 12 ). A major conclusion 
was that for learning to be of any quality, students must 
become actively engaged m the process. Among the report's 
manv specific recommendations were two key relorms 
designed to enhance student involvement. 



The first 
initiative is 
best reflected 
in the "active 
learning 9 ' 
approach and 
suggests a set 
of pedagogical 
activities that 
maximize 
student 
involvement 



/ V/C ////V shuttle! make greater use of aetire modes of teaching 
and ret/ttirc that students take greater responsibility for their 
/earning t p 2~ > 

and 

I'tcrv institution of higher education should strife to create 
learning communities, organized around sftccific tnte/lec 
tua/ themes or tasks (p Vt) 
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Rather than offer yet another set of recommendations, it better 
suits the purpose of this rev iew to revisit these two established 
approaches for reform of higher education. The first initiative 
is best reflected in the "active learning" approach and suggests 
a set of pedagogical activities that maximize student involve- 
ment in learning with other students. The other is the "learn- 
ing community ' model and affects the structure of tlv cur- 
riculum and the organization of delivers' systems. Both of 
these reforms have a history and have been identified since 
at least the early 1980s as complementary tools with which ' 
to renew higher education. Wc believe they offer the greatest 
promise for building an environment that will nurture respon- 
sible student behavior. Taken together, they also demand a 
reconceptuali/ation of the purpose of higher education and 
a rethinking of our role in the lives of our learners. 

The NIK report argues that an overreliance on lecture 
approaches »o teaching and learning is one of the most still 
lifting barriers to faculty renewal and student academic 
achievement. Student learning is tied to the relative engage 
ment that learners experience with the content, and active 
learning means active students, not passive note-takers. Stu 
dent involvement is strongly affected by teaching methods. 
Classroom activities that require active discussion, topical 
assignments, problem saving, in class presentations, and stu 
dent participation in decisions about content and activities 
all promote a sense of responsible involvement. Approaches 
such as peer tutoring push students to sharpen their compe- 
tence and to view themselves as responsible. Building con . 
neeiions between course content and students' lives is essen 
tial, and integrating out of class, "real world" elements into 
the curriculum can help to bring the two into closer harmony. 

Bonwell and Kison ( 1WI ) provide some helpful charac- 
teristics of active learning: 

1. Students are involved in more than listening. 

2 Less emphasis is placed on transmitting information and 

more on developing students' skills. 
3- Students arc involved in higher order thinking (analysis, 

synthesis, evaluation ) 
t. Students are engaged in activities such as reading, discuss 

ing, and writing). 
s >. Greater emphasis is placed on students' exploration of 

their own attitudes and values ( p. 2 ). 
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Even very traditional activities" such lis note-taking can engage 
learners if teachers make an effort to teach paraphrasing, sum 
marizing, and questioning techniques. The level of involve- 
ment in a discussion can be influenced by the types of ques 
tions the^hstructor asks as well as his or her skill at pushing 
for higher-order thinking. Certainly the methods of assessment 
a teacher chooses and the kinds of tests used can influence 
the degree to which students either grapple with the meaning 
of the material or simply regurgitate facts. 

One approach is cooperative learning, a set of learning 
strategies in which students working in pairs or small teams 
complete structured activities in a collaborative rather than 
competitive manner. To be successful, such efforts must be 
carefully structured and followed by the instructor to ensure 
that all students are actively engaged in the task and are exer 
cising appropriate problem-solving skills. These approaches 
may be. used within the context of a relatively brief IS- or 20 
minute exercise designed to review past material or to set 
the stage for the introduction of new material. Alternatively, 
this approach might be applied to a complex multiclass task 
that could stretch over several weeks. The ASHEERIC Higher 
Education Report titled Cooperative Learning: Increasing Col- 
lege Faculty Instructional Productivity (Johnson. Johnson, and 
Smith 1991) is an excellent guide to teachers interested in 
incorporating innovative approaches in their classes. 

Active learning also is supported by learning models such 
as the Experiential Learning Model developed by David Kolb 
,(1984). Acknowledging the diversity in learning preferences 
and including opportunities that connect with those differ- 
ences necessitates interactive processes in addition to author 
itative information sharing. U underscores the desirability of 
learners' finding meaning in their experience in light of new 
knowledge and helps to connect the curriculum to their lives 
out of class. It also offers a theoretical 'basis for understanding 
the potency of collaborative and interactive classroom strate 
gies in contributing to student development. Murrell and Clax 
ton ( 198T 7 ) discuss teaching strategics, and Murrell and Davis 
( 1992) have developed assessment and evaluation guidelines 
that are congruent with Kolb's model. Grading in this context 
becomes not a sorting process, but a learning process. It 
serves as a further opportunity for faculty to engage students 
in a deepening conversation about learning and about what 
matters in content mastery. 
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Collaborate learning approaches such as those suggested 
by Kenneth Bruffee ( lVSt ) serve as opportunities tor students 
to learn interactive and interdependent behaviors, behaviors 
that create a sense of community and provide a vital link to 
responsibility. Bruffee's work has drawn many professors to 
try instructional methods that are more student centered. At 
the same time, he urges caution, saying. "Organizing collab 
orative learning effectively requires doing more than throwing 
students together with their peers with little or no guidance 
or preparation."* To do that is merely to perpetuate, perhaps 
even aggravate, the main* possible negative efforts of peer- 
group influence: conformity, ami intellectualism. intimidation, 
and leveling down of quality. 

Bruffee continues. "To avoid these pitfalls ... requires us 
to create and maintain a demanding academic environment 
that makes collaboration - social engagement in intellectual 
pursuits a genuine part of students' educational develop- 
ment." That suggests to us the need to look at the organiza 
lion of our institutions as well. 

The creation of learning communities responds to that need 
in seeking to build structural opportunities within the college 
which support and augment classroom lew I initiatives. Learn 
ing communities are designed to build integration and create 
a climate of cohesion. The Nil- report notes that these state 
lures are especially important for beginning college students 
who may not understand the goals or methods of the acad 
emy Since a large number of our students are first generation 
without role models who have attended college, they may 
not have a sense of their power and responsibility as learners, 
especially if their prior education experience has been teacher 
centered and authority oriented. 

Learning communities help to provide students with a psy- 
chologically manageable environment. Opportunities to know 
the names of fellow student*, increase, the probability of fac 
ulty members knowing students' names increases, and the 
potential to know something about other members of the 
community is enhanced. They afford v i rami. stances in which 
students' passivity and lack of participation will be visible and 
noticeable and thus can be challenged. 'Hie establishment 
ot sikh smaller units also sends a signal to students that inter 
action and collabotation are important a message that is lost 
it institutional practices u >nwy the opposite. 

Learning communities may assume a variety of forms, all 
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of which represent :i real departure from the fragmentation 
of ihe curriculum thai mosl sludenis experience. Ai their niosi 
basic. they may simply reflect a lirk between two or more 
courses in which faculty members teaching each course sit 
in on one another s classes, and in their ow n classes pick up 
threads that emerged in the linked classes. Another form 
might involve the grouping of several courses around a com 
mon theme. Students lake classes in a common cohort and 
thus have the opportunity to develop connections across con 
tent as well as among each other. Finally, the most dramatic 
form of learning community steps away from the typical three 
credit hour course model, presenting a curriculum organized 
around an academic year and within the topical area covered 
rebuilds v ourse offerings of varied lengths which reflect a 
cross-disciplinary focus. In this case, faculty members that 
leach in ihe sequence have direct responsibility for the devel 
opmeni of the curriculum ( MacGregor el al. 1990 >. 

Learning communities also provide ideal opportunities for 
collaboration between student affairs or student development 
professionals and the faculty. Residential facilities offer the 
most obvious venue for this to occur, but other creative 
approaches such as weekend classes, special lounges for adult 
students or ethnic groups, and electronic bulletin boards also 
emerge when concerned educators attack the problem of stu 
dent apathy. When students see these two areas working 
together, it provides a model for ihem to emulate in recon 
oiling their own out of class lives with their courses. It also 
helps to keep the focus of the disparate pans of the institution 
on a shared purpose and a desired outcome. 

Whatever form they take, the major purpose of learning 
communities is to promote relationships. "'Relationships are 
labs for learning to communicate, empathize, argue, and 
reflect" (flickering and Reisser IW3). They enable students 
to make the connections between course content and their 
lives, to test their perspectives and perceptions against those 
of other sludenis. They are especially valuable if they repre 
sent a diversity of culture and thinking, and they may be the 
only connecting tissue between commuting sludenis and the 
institution. They help to transform the depersonalized insti 
union into a facilitative environment where sludenis are 
secure enough to proc ess information reflectively and share 
those reflections, free to experience a variety of roles, to make 
meaningful choices, and lo experience achievement (Widick. 




Parker, and Knefelkamp 19"8. p. 15). 

Collectively, these two recommendations are designed to 
reshape the collegiate environment so as to promote and facil- 
itate student involvement in and responsibility for learning. 
They both affect the climate or ethos of the smallest academic 
subunit with w hich students and faculty find identification. 
For many students, especially at large institutions, this aca- 
demic unit may be "the university," and its interpersonal 
atmosphere exerts considerable impact on what they do and 
feel. Many faculty, as well, draw their greatest sense of com- 
munity from their department and through it invest their intel- 
lectual and physical energy in teaching and mentoring stu- 
dents. Departments where faculty and students hold mutually 
understood values and where exchanges are frequent, 
friendly, and nonhierarchical likely will promote involvement. 
In this way the academic unit serves to reduce the psycho 
logic al size of the institution and thus promotes a sense of 
integration and belonging which makes possible the devel- 
opment of individual responsibility. 

The establishment of learning communities in whatever 
form provides ample opportunity for faculty members to 
explore alternative pedagogues. Indeed, new learning 
approaches frequently are associated with structural reforms 
and may be essential if such reforms are to succeed. Conver- 
sely, new pedagogues may need the support of structural 
changes if they are to have maximum impact. Collectively, 
the two aim to reshape the total institutional ethos so as to 
convey the sense that students must be fully engaged in learn 
ing and that the business of higher education is the student. 

The foregoing recoi herniations have to do with institu- 
tional and faculiy roles. Te believe that students, too. have 
a role in reshaping the academy. Pascarelta and Terenzini, writ- 
ing in How College Affects Students ( 1991 ). present a com- 
pelling generalization based on their synthesis of college 
impact studies: "One of the most inescapable and unequiv 
ocal conclusions we can make is that the impact of college 
is largely determined by the individual's quality of effort and 
the lev el of involvement in both academic and nonacademic 
.utilities" (p. OKH. 

I low can we begin to help students to understand their role 
as cocrcators of learning? We offer four broad areas in which 
we believe that a dialogue between students and faculty 
around the issue of student responsibility should occur. First. 
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students have the responsibility to attempt to understand 
themselves and their peers as learners. One of the most fun- 
damental kinds of diversity is the difference in the way stu- 
dents engage with the environment. A well-educated indi 
vidua! should have an understanding of these differences. 
Faculty members need to be able to participate in this dia- 
logue and to assist students in developing this understanding. 

Second, students have a responsibility to find connections 
with smaller groups of individuals. At all but the smallest cam 
puses, it is quite possible for students to become anonymous 
shadow figures, especially if they take no steps to overcome 
the forces of anonymity. The literature suggests that the anti- 
dote to isolation is to become actively involved with a 
"mediating suhunit" on campus. Students need to find clubs, 
career organizations, or academic fraternities where corn er 
sations can occur that extend the discourse of the classroom. 
Faculty members need to encourage this activity and attest 
to its value. 

Third, students have a responsibility to actively participate 
in the creation of an ethos that fosters learning. As members 
of the campus community, a community of scholars, it is not 
enough simply to show up for class. 'Hie life of a campus 
depends on each of the members doing his or her part to pro 
mote the ideals of the academy. Attitudes that promote a tone 
of disrespect and indifference or that trivialize the efforts of 
others to engage in the acts of knowledge creation and cril 
icism have no place in college. A student who sits in the back 
of the class and sleeps helps to create a climate that ultimately 
tears the fabric of academic life. Teachers and students who 
are mutually tolerant and supportive of honest efforts toward 
learning contribute to an atmosphere of civility and hospitality 
necessary for growth and development. 

Finally, students have a responsibility to become actively 
involved with peers and faculty in academic and cocurricular 
activities. Students need to ask themselves: Am 1 actively par 
ticipaling in class, not just taking notes and staring blankly 
into space? Am 1 engaged with the material, nosing questions 
and supporting fellow students in discussion? Do I seek out 
faculty members? Do I make friend: with peers? Do 1 attempt 
to find connections between my academic work and other 
aspects of my life? Faculty members who introduce these 
questions and assist students in realizing the value of involve 
ment and engagement help to promote responsible student 
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behavior. 

Ideally, ihi.s conversation about learning and responsibility 
should begin in new student orientation. Active learning 
strategies as well as learning communities help to provide 
a structure in which the dialogue can continue in a nonpun 
itive. supportive way. A mutual understanding of the faculty's 
role and the student's role serves to free teachers and 
empower learners. 

This brings as it) the third recommendation, the reconcep 
uializaiion of our purpose. Chickering ( 1981 ) and Chickering 
and Reisser ( 1993) argue eloquently that human development 
is the logical choice as an overarching reason for our exis 
tence. We fully support that position. When students are 
brought into full partnership with faculty and staff --especially 
if the faculty and staff are responsibly and intentionally attend- 
ing to their own growth and development a powerful alii 
ance is formed. Responsibility for learning feeds into a sense 
of competence and autonomy that is essential for functioning 
in a complex society It also contributes it) self esteem and 
self confidence that increase as learners experience accurate 
pictures of themselves and their capabilities. 

Alexander Asi in offered such a vision of an institution that 
is committed fully to student involvement as a means to stu 
dent personal and intellectual growth ( 198 r /), The character 
istics of such an institution would include the following: 

• The entire academic community faculty members, 
administrators, stall members, and students would be 
united in working toward a common goal. 

• Teaching and advising would be accorded a much higher 
pri( wity. 

• The best students would be encouraged to help in teach 
ing the slower students. 

• \o more faculty su».s would be lured with the promise 
( >l It iw t ir m > teaching K uds. 

• Administrators would be hired not so much to manage 
as to be educational leaders. 

• Students would be exposed to an environment where 
the values of education and of serving tubers took pre 
cedence over the values ol acquiring resources and 
impn >ving status ( p 22h ). 

II weian agree that the abo\c institutional picture is worth 
pursuing, then tin >se < »f us win > aie about the academy must 
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examine our own commitment to this vision. Faculty who 
model responsible behavior in their scholarship, their teach 
ing. and their relationships with colleagues and their students 
do a great deal to promote the same behavior in their 
students 

The vision should be reflected unambiguously in the insti- 
tutional culture, and the ethos of the campus must he one 
in which students feel they are members of a larger eommu 
nity. As student culture serves as a filter for those entering 
college, care must be taken to ensure that students who are 
inadequately prepared to invest themselves in their college 
studies are provided with realistic information concerning 
the nature of college life and what is expected to attain satis- 
factory academic and developmental gains. Small scale humar 
environments must be built in which students and faculty col 
lectively can engage in the process of teaching and learning. 

Conclusion 

We conclude this report with a call for a new relationship 
between our institutions of higher learning and our students. 
During the last years, our colleges have abandoned the 
doctrine of "in loco parentis** under which our colleges exer 
cised parental care of students. In its place we have seen the 
rise of nothing short of apparent institutional indifference 
toward student behavior. The faculty retreat from undergrad 
uate teaching for the rewards of research and the power of 
policy analysis is matched by students who appear to prefer 
a system that offers services for sale rather than a role in the 
learning process. 

Our call for a new relationship is rooted in the concept ol 
responsibility. We believe that a genuinely shared purpose 
among all members of the higher education community can 
be created on the basis of the recoup! ing of rights with 
responsibilities around issues of teaching and learning. The 
work of Robert Pace is a good point at which to begin think 
ing about the renewal of our intellectual community. As Pace 
reminds us. all learning is the mutual responsibility of stu 
dents, faculty, and administrators. 
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Appendix 1 



Defining the Dimensions of Student Responsibility: 
The 14 Quality of Effort Scales in the CSEQ 

Classroom (course learning scale) ( 10 activ ities) 
From: relatively simple cognitive activities— such as taking 
notes, underlining, etc. 

To: higher level cognitive activities— such as efforts to explain 
and organize 

Library ( 10 activities) 

From: routine, moderately exploratory use— such as using 
the card catalog 

To: increased amount of independent exploration and focused 
activity— as in browsing in the stacks, developing a 
bibliography 

Facilities related to the arts (art, music, theater scale) ( 12 
activities) 

From: attending and discussing 

To: efforts toward greater understanding (seeking the views 
of experts and critics) and personal involvement 

Facilities related to science/technology 

(principles, procedures, and computers) ( 12 activities) 

From: memorizing, watching, reading 

To: efforts to explain, experiment, and develop skills 

Student Union ( 10 activities) 

From: casual and informal use— had snacks, met friends, etc. 
To: programmatic use— attended events, held meetings, etc. 

Athletic and recreation ( 10 activities) 
From: generally informal use -exercise, games 
To: greater efforts toward improvement and skilled 
performance 

Dormitory or fraternity/sorority ( 10 activities) 
From: general socializing 

To: more personal exchange-* helping, sharing, study ing 
together, working on projects 
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Experiences with faculty ( 10 activities) 
From: routine and casual 

To* more serious contacts— such as discussing careers, inviting 
criticisms, seeking counsel 

Clubs and organizations ( 10 activities) 

From: awareness of events and organizations 

To: attending events, discussing programs, working in 

organizations 

Experiences in writing ( 10 activities) 

From: general concern with wo~ds. grammar, revisions 

7o: seeking criticism from others, greater concern with clarity 

and style 

Personal experiences ( 10 activities) 

From: general curiosity about understanding one's own 

behavior, and others — talked with friends, etc. 

To- more focused and expertly informed sources of self 

understanding-- as in reading, taking a test, talking with a 

counselor 

Student acquaintances ( 10 activities) 

From: making friends with different kinds of people— breadth 

To: serious conversations with people who differ from you— 

depth 

Topics of conversation ( 12 items ) 
From: personal and interpersonal topics of immediate expe- 
rience- jobs, movies, social events 
To: intellectual and cultural topics concerning values and 
soda' issues 

Information in conversations (6 activities) 

From: conversations in which information about the topic 

is relatively casual and infrequently introduced 

To: conversations that typically have expertise, knowledge. 

and persuasiveness brought to bear on the topic. 
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